





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	 Thinking	that	the	“greatest	service	he	could	offer	in	the	complicated	present	was	to	help	people	catch-up	emotionally	with	where	they	stood	historically”	(123),	James	sees	differences	in	culture	as	only	subjective	differences	in	perception;	humans	are	essentially	the	same,	and	this	universality	needs	to	be	illuminated	to	allow	for	progressive	futures	to	grow	out	of	backward	ideological	and	irrational	beliefs.	Yet	not	surprisingly,	being	an	agent	of	the	British	Empire,	James	situates	his	tradition’s	civilizational	project	as	the	first	principle	of	progress,	expansion	and	universality.	Relinquishing	local	attachments	and	becoming	a	citizen	of	the	universal,	humanity	becomes	a	project	to	be	established	worldwide.3	Able	to	glimpse	an	Ideal	universal	through	the	actual	chaos	of	the	world,	James	believes	he	is	helping	the	rest	of	the	world	achieve	lift-off	and	become	fellow	inhabitants	of	the	human	universal	(that	his	Eurocentric	tradition	exemplifies).		 Yet	the	tragedy	of	James’	narrative	thread	does	not	center	primarily	on	the	violence	he	endures	while	imprisoned	or	the	violence	his	tradition	imposes	in	the	name	of	civilizational	progress	(albeit	both	are	awful	and	senseless).	Rather,	the	central	tragedy	of	James’	narrative	is	the	inability	of	his	tradition	(predicated	on	the	ongoingness	of	the	British	Empire	and	a	transcendental	humanism)	to	respond	to	or	notice	others	outside	colonial	templates	and	progress	time-lines	built	to	ascend	above	an	unruly	nature	and	inhabit	the	universal	Ideal	human	form	(enlightened	liberalism,	liberal	jurisprudence,	democratic	freedoms).			 In	this	sense,	the	humanism	of	Sir	Thomas	More,	and	his	work	in	Utopia,	are	
																																																								3	My	reading	of	James	here	is	informed	by	Marie-Eve	Morion’s	work	on	universalism,	globalism	and	cosmopolitans	in	“Cohabiting	in	the	Globalised	World”	(2009).	
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powerful	influences	making	James	who	he	is.	Yet	one	thing	James	never	contemplates	is	that	utopia	(universalism,	justice,	etc.)	is	literally	translated	as	nowhere	or	non-place.	Imagining	the	British	Empire	as	a	progressively	expanding	civilizational	project,	James	finds	himself	figuratively	‘nowhere’	and	in	no-place	-	his	universalism	is	out	of	joint	with	the	situated	histories,	politics	and	contexts	woven	into	the	places	he	works.	Thus,	the	claustrophobic	and	precarious	enclosures	of	James’	cell	and	imprisonment	(enclosures	where	readers	first	encounter	James)	evoke	or	double	for	the	claustrophobic	and	parochial	enclosure	of	the	civilizational	stories	that	gave	James	coherence,	stability,	and	a	sense	of	belonging.	Ledgard	is	not	exposing	the	false	reality	underlying	the	civilizational	apparatuses	situating	James,	but	evokes	their	‘non-place-ness’	and	their	myopic	enclosure.	In	short,	inhabiting	and	made	by	a	tradition	fostering	a	liberal	universalism	and	idealism,	James	is	situated	by	and	made	by	a	parochial	archive	of	discourse	and	practice	that	do	not	contain	the	kinds	of	tropes,	figures,	thinking	and	relation	making	practices	that	foster	other	ways	of	becoming	involved	with	the	world.	The	tragedy	of	James’	narrative	thread	is	his	inability	to	get	out	of	the	civilizational	stories	and	Eurocentric	apparatuses	archiving	the	traditions	and	narratives	that	tell	of	Man’s	transcendence	and	universality.	For	James:	“Every	man	was	a	loyalist	for	what	he	knew.	Even	tramps	fought	for	the	tramping	life.	Life	was	too	short	for	him	to	renounce	the	English	parish	church,	once	Catholic,	with	its	knights’	tombs,	prayer	cushions,	flower	arrangements,	the	brass	lectern	in	the	shape	of	an	eagle.	No,	the	quiet	of	those	places	-	the	ancient	front	door,	the	graveyard,	the	meadow,	the	damp	-	gave	him	a	sense	of	belonging.	He	was	loyal	to	them.	It	was	too	late	to	abandon	the	English	canon,	from	Chaucer	to	Dickens,	the	First	World	War	poets,	Graham	Green	typing	through	the	smog	and	drizzle	[…]	He	had	said	it	before;	he	was	an	intelligence	officer	who	reached	out,	spoke	Arabic,	read	widely,	but	if	the	Crusades	were	invoked	-	and	Saif	[his	captor]	was	invoking	them	-	then	he	was	a	Crusader.	If	he	
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had	to	die	at	the	hands	of	fanatics,	he	wished	to	remain	familiar	and	coherent	to	those	whom	he	loved	and	who	loved	him.”	(185-186).	In	the	end,	James	is	reflective	and	thoughtful,	but	ultimately,	he	is	attached	to	old-world	identities,	and	inhabits	the	subject	positions	of	human	exceptionalism,	universality	and	transcendence	that	connect	to	readings	of	the	Anthropocene	as	a	“Human	Age”	of	expanded	human	sovereignty	over	earth	system	processes.	For	these	reasons,	the	critically	minded	Danielle	is	a	more	interesting	protagonist	to	follow	on	her	deep-sea	dive	to	the	Atlantic’s	Hadal	zone	10	000	meters	below	sea	level	to	study	the	“chemosynthetic	life	forms	swarming	in	the	cracks	of	rock	on	the	seafloor	[and]	which	exceed	the	mass	of	all	life	on	land”	(174).			
			 	Image	1	on	the	left	shows	an	example	of	the	hydrothermal	vents	and	the	chemosynthetic,	microbial	ecosystems	Danielle	is	studying.	Image	II	on	the	right	shows	a	map	of	the	various	depths	of	the	Atlantic;	the	Hadal	Trenches	(the	Hadalpelagic	Zone)	Danielle	submerges	to	are	at	the	bottom	of	the	graph,	36	100	feet	below	the	surface.			 Danielle	is	an	academically	celebrated	bio-mathematician,	and	compared	to	James,	she	is	much	more	detached	and	independent	from	her	tradition,	and	therefore	is	in	many	ways	more	open	than	James;	she	is	described	as	being	difficult	
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to	pin-down,	and	she	continually	pushes	out	from	under	the	weight	of	her	tradition’s	social/gender/class	expectations	(43).	She	is	taken	to	be	standoffish,	prickly,	and	once	removed,	yet	at	the	same	time	she	is	tightly	contained,	rigid	and	explicit	in	her	intentions.	Whereas	James	is	concerned	with	the	repetition	and	reproduction	of	civilizational	stories	about	progress,	universality	and	transcendence,	Danielle	is	made	by	the	archives,	canons	and	worlds	of	microbial	science	that,	working	at	the	scale	of	the	planet,	dramatically	undo	the	kinds	of	universalism,	anthropocentrism	and	progress	that	give	coherence	to	James’	humanism.	In	this	different	subject,	political	and	world	making	position,	Danielle	is	drawn	to	“question	a	reboot	of	mankind,	[because	her	work	focuses	attention]	where	the	genetic	distinctiveness	of	human	beings	breaks	down”	(193)		 Whereas	James	is	anxious	to	perpetuate	the	traditions	and	archives	contextualizing	the	“Human	Age”,	Danielle’s	work	in	the	Hadal	zones	make	a	mess	of	the	institutionalized	stories	about	human	exceptionalism	and	sovereignty	over	nonhuman	landscapes,	and	therefore,	her	work	challenges	anthropocentric	attempts	to	see	the	Anthropocene	as	a	continuation	of	the	civilizational	histories	of	progress-as-expansion,	transcendence	and	omniscience.	Importantly,	Danielle	points	out	that	Hadal	is	etymologically	derived	from	Hades,	the	ancient	Greek	chthonic	god	of	the	underworld	referred	to	as	the	‘unseen	one’	(65).	Interestingly,	this	perspective	contrasts	with	James’	utopian	‘non-place’,	which	for	Danielle	is	oriented	by	a	“faulty	sense	of	perspective.	The	looking	up,	the	looking	out,	through	difficulty	to	the	stars,	never	to	the	deep”	(106).	Challenging	the	idea	that	submerged	places	underground	and	underwater	are	places	of	non-livability,	Danielle	tells	true	
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stories	about	human	entanglement	and	kinship	with	‘unseen’	places	in	the	Atlantic	that,	for	Danielle,	“change	the	way	we	see	ourselves”	(174).	In	a	pivotal	discussion	with	James,	Danielle	attempts	to	give	a	sense	to	the	perspective	and	scale	she	is	working	at:		“Until	the	discovery	of	hydrothermal	vents,	scientists	assumed	that	life	on	Earth	was	photosynthetic	and	belonged	to	the	surface.	It	was	the	other	way	around;	photosynthetic	life	came	later,	when	cells	strayed	to	the	top	where	they	were	cooked	for	millions	of	years	before	evolving	a	way	to	absorb	the	light.	[…]	Less	than	one	percent	of	them	have	been	identified,	[yet]	they	are	a	part	of	you.	You	carry	a	weight	of	them	in	your	belly	and	on	your	skin.”	(174).	And	elsewhere:	“The	biosphere	is	the	dermis.	All	life	and	regeneration	in	our	world	belongs	to	it.	Thick	as	it	seems	to	us,	with	our	histories	of	evolution	and	extinction,	exploration	and	colonization,	the	abiotic	mantle	[she	studies	in	the	Hadal	zone]	is	several	hundred	times	thicker.	We	exist	only	as	a	film	on	the	water.	Of	course,	this	goes	against	the	religion	of	the	Garden	of	Eden	and	the	canon	of	political	documents	[contextualizing	James’	civilizational	projects]	which	promote	the	primacy	of	Man	on	the	planet.	[…]	We’re	nature’s	brief	experiment	with	self-awareness.	Any	study	of	the	ocean	and	what	lies	beneath	it	should	serve	notice	of	how	easily	the	planet	might	shrug	us	off.	[Therefore,]	there	could	be	no	serious	work	on	climate	change	without	understanding	marine	living	systems.”	(65	-	67).		Even	though	Submergence	evokes	the	end	of	a	world,	particularly,	the	inhabitability	of	stories	about	the	“Human	Age”	to	contextualize	the	planetary	conditions	of	the	Anthropocene,	the	novel	is	irreducible	to	post-apocalyptic	genre	pieces	and	climate	change	fiction	that	too	often	employ	ecological	crises	as	a	plot	device	to	foreground	a	heroic	story	that	all	but	reproduces	the	gender,	class,	racial,	and	geo-political	constellations	composing	liberal	humanism	(I	am	thinking	here	of	work	like	McCarthy’s	The	Road	(2006),	James	Cameron’s	Avatar	(2009)	or	films	like	The	Day	
After	Tomorrow	(2004)).	Moreover,	Submergence	is	also	distinct	from	dystopian,	post-human	imaginaries	characterizing,	for	example,	Margret	Atwood’s	Oryx	and	
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Crake	(2003)	trilogy	or	Cuaron’s	2006	film	Children	of	Men.	Moreover,	Ledgard’s	Africa	is	not	Joseph	Conrad’s	Heart	of	Darkness	(1899).	Disrupting	the	colonial	tropes	and	imperial	imaginaries	situating	Africa	as	Europe’s	other,	or	as	one	reviewer	put	it,	“a	place	of	indistinguishable	hordes	of	black	people	(hello,	Black	
Hawk	Down	(2001))”	(Cheney),	Submergence	situates	James	in	complex,	uneven	and	patchy	worlds	of	varied	people,	histories,	and	influences	that	are	as	rich	and	diverse	as	his	European	home	–	in	this	sense,	Ledgard	is	not	reducing	James’	Europe	to	culture	and	Africa	to	a	world	of	nature.	Finally,	disrupting	civilizational	stories	about	the	human’s	heroic	ascent	within	the	order	of	things,	stories	situating	the	human	world	in	a	disconnected	realm	of	Ideas	above	an	unruly	nature	that	is	‘out-there’,	Submergence	speaks	to	the	speculative	fiction	story-telling	practices	outlined	by	Ursula	Le	Guin	in	“The	Carrier	Bag	Theory	of	Fiction”	–	story-telling	practices	that	make	a	mess	of	the	frontier	imaginaries	and	patriarchy/paternalism	pervading	heroic	tales	of	conquest	as	progress	(1996	[1986]).	Finally,	Danielle’s	stories	of	life	in	the	Hadal	zones	of	the	Atlantic	are	informed	by	the	factually	true	stories	of	microbial	symbiosis	and	horizontal	gene	transfer	devised	in	the	life	sciences	by	people	like	Lynn	Margulis,	non-anthropocentric	stories	that	challenge	neo-Darwinian	stories	of	genetic	reductionism,	competition	and	self-interest	(1987).			 Ledgard,	therefore,	is	working	to	build	an	archive	and	context	that	works	to	tell	earth-bound	stories,	stories	that	re-connect	the	post-enlightenment,	post-romantic	subjects	to	an	earth	that	for	historically,	culturally	and	politically	specific	reasons	was	once	a	place	that	limited	human	freedom	and	possibility,	and	so	needed	to	be	escaped	from	and	transcended	in	order	to	build	better,	prosperous	futures.	
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Yet,	in	an	era	of	unpredictable	climate	changes	and	human-induced	dead-zones,	the	planet	is	becoming	a	place	post-enlightenment,	post-romantic	humans	are	going	to	need	to	learn	how	to	live-with	outside	stories	of	transcendence	and	exceptionalism.			 The	once	solid	and	foundational	stories	of	civilizational	progress	are	confronting	new	conditions	of	precarity	and	indeterminacy	in	the	Anthropocene.4	In	short,	Submergence	connects	to	work	in	the	Environmental	Humanities	by	archiving	resources	that	notice	multi-species,	multi-cultural	lines	of	descent	and	connection	that	do	not	begin	with	Man	confronting	a	world	of	Nature	‘out-there’,	but	evoke	muddled	multi-species	inheritances	and	attachments.	Contextualized	with	work	in	the	Environmental	Humanities,	Submergence	is	part	of	a	practice/tradition	of	knowledge	production	working	to	build	resources	to	tell	stories	of	ecological	ongoingness	amidst	the	contaminations	and	exterminations	marking	the	“Human	Age”.		
The	Wanderer	and	the	“Human	Age”	Having	outlined	many	tensions	and	orientations	in	the	novel,	I	want	to	focus	on	a	particular	subject	position	exemplified	in	the	novel	that	acts	to	render	James	and	Danielle	(differently)	as	part	a	particular	world	of	doing	and	thinking	that	contextualizes	readings	of	the	Anthropocene	as	the	“Human	Age”.	That	is,	Danielle	and	James	differently	inhabit	the	subject	positions,	stories	and	conceptual	topographies	evoked	by	Friedrich’s	1818	painting	Wanderer	Above	the	Sea	of	Fog.	Providing	much	of	the	context	informing	the	worlds	of	doing	and	thinking	that																																																									4	For	an	interesting	discussion	of	‘precarity’	in	relation	to	human	exceptionalism	and	the	Anthropocene,	see	Tsing	The	Mushroom	at	the	End	of	the	World	2	–	5.	
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situate	Danielle	in	particular,	I	show	how	the	knowledge,	relation	and	world	making	stories	mediated	by	the	painting	are	being	challenged	and	interrupted	by	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing.		
	Caspar	David	Friedrich’s	Wanderer	Above	the	Sea	of	Fog	(1818)		 The	reason	I	am	drawing	on	this	particular	painting	is	because	of	its	canonical	position	in	the	archive	of	European	humanism,	the	humanities	and	also	because	of	its	archival	ties	to	European	Romantic	environmental	aesthetics,	and	therefore,	the	way	it	exemplifies	many	of	the	stories,	subject	positions,	politics	and	imaginaries	I	am	working	to	translate	for	Anthropocene	contexts.	That	is,	my	goal	in	this	dissertation	is	to	archive	knowledge	practices	working	outside	the	environmental	aesthetics	and	humanistic	archives	mediated	by	the	painting,	and	Submergence	provides	an	insightful	pivot	between	this	tradition	or	archive	and	an	non-anthropocentric	archive	for	the	Anthropocene.			 The	canonical	status	of	Caspar	David	Friedrich’s	1818	oil	painting	Wanderer	
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Above	the	Sea	of	Fog	is	beyond	dispute.	The	painting	is	paramount	in	the	creation	and	formalization	of	the	European	and	German	Romantic	movement,	and	therefore,	is	a	product	of	a	very	particular	period	in	European	history	and	aesthetics.	Hung	in	Hamburg,	Germany	at	the	Kunsthalle	Hamburg,	the	painting	is	centered	by	an	upper-middle	class	man	with	a	walking	stick	firmly	rooted	on	top	of	a	rock	crevice	facing	away	from	the	viewer,	taking-in	a	rugged	expanse	of	fog,	rock,	mountain	and	sky.	As	a	canonical	image	of	European	Romanticism,	and	thus	both	contributing	to	and	critiquing	the	tradition	of	European	Enlightenment	in	specific	ways,	the	painting	is	part	of	a	critical	tradition	opposed	to	an	expanding	modernity	predicated	on	industrialization,	political	economy	and	instrumental	science.	However,	even	though	the	painting	is	critical	of	numerous	aspects	of	a	life-denying	and	reifying	modernity	and	works	to	situate	human	freedom	against	blind	determinism,	the	painting	(by	foregrounding	the	heroic,	male	European	individual	perched	at	the	precipice	of	a	rugged,	untamed	frontier)	contributes	to	an	anthropocentric	and	Eurocentric	archive	consolidating	the	figure	of	the	male,	European	human	as	the	transcendental	author	and	anchor	of	meaning	and	authenticity.	In	short,	the	wanderer	(inhabiting	gender,	racial	and	class	specific	positions)	arrogates	to	himself	a	world	making	agency	that	is	denied	to	other	human	and	nonhuman	others,	and	it	is	the	repetition	and	inheritance	of	this	anthropocentric	and	Eurocentric	tradition	that	has	made	possible	readings	of	the	Anthropocene	as	the	“Human	Age”.				 Situated	in	relation	to	literary	critic	Claire	Colebrook’s	general	discussion	of	Romanticism,	Wanderer	Above	the	Sea	of	Fog	can	be	seen	to	be	posing	for	viewers	“a	world	beyond	Man	as	man’s	better	other”	(Sex	After	Life	19;	the	gender	specificity	of	
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Colebrook’s	language	is	intended).	To	this	extent,	the	inhuman	world	of	nature	signifies	a	negative	power	only	accessible	through	the	revelatory	work	of	symbols,	allegories	and	suggestive	representations	-	a	negative	power	triggering	a	dialectical	movement	of	elevation	and	transcendence	above	the	deadening	logics	of	modernity	on	the	one	hand,	and	the	deterministic	patterns	of	a	brute,	mindless	nature	on	the	other.	Here,	nature	as	other	becomes	a	fecund	site	of	return	and	redemption,	and	imagined	as	the	metaphorical	or	allegorical	flipside	to	the	de-humanizing	logics	defining	modern	politics,	economy	and	science.			 Enter	Immanuel	Kant,	and	the	connection	between	his	conceptualization	of	the	sublime	to	Friedrich’s	painting.	For	Kant,	the	sublime	correlates	to	an	emotional	and	intellectual	response	in	the	human	subject	brought	on	paradigmatically	by	a	confrontation	between	the	powers	of	nature	and	the	resulting	free-play	of	the	imagination	and	reason	that	trigger	a	self-knowledge	of	the	sovereign	power	of	the	human	mind	to	transcend	nature	(Shapshay	“The	Sublime	in	Modern	Philosophy”).	As	noted	by	Sandra	Shapshay,	Kant’s	notion	of	the	sublime	holds	contradictory	tendencies	in	tension;	pain	and	exaltation,	pleasure	and	fear,	power	and	powerlessness,	sense	and	the	supersensical,	and	amidst	this	tension	can	be	intuited	a	respect	for	the	power	of	human	reason	and	morality	“which	is	felt	to	be	nonetheless	indomitable	in	the	face	of	even	the	most	vast	and	fearsome	phenomena	in	nature”	(“Contemporary	Environmental	Aesthetics”	188-189).	In	agreement,	eco-critic	Paul	Outka	notes	that	the	initial	disorientation	of	the	“sublime	results	in	[the]	recovery	of	the	subject;	the	assertion	of	absolute	difference	from	both	nature	and	embodiment,	from	the	material/phenomenal	itself.	[…]	The	meaning	of	the	natural	
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landscape	is	transformed	in	this	process	from	an	overwhelming	powerful	other	that	threatens	the	subject’s	physical	existence,	to	a	symbol	of	the	[…]	radically	empowered	[…]	subject’s	metaphysical	difference	and	fundamentally	greater	immaterial	essence”	(35-36).	The	following	passage	is	Kant	discussing	human/nonhuman	relation	in	the	context	of	the	sublime:		“The	irresistibility	of	[nature’s]	power	certainly	makes	us,	considered	as	natural	beings,	recognize	our	physical	powerlessness,	but	at	the	same	time	it	reveals	a	capacity	for	judging	ourselves	as	independent	of	it	and	a	superiority	over	nature	on	which	is	grounded	a	self-preservation	of	quite	another	kind	[i.e.	than	providing	the	basic	conditions	of	life,	food	and	health].	[…]	In	this	way,	in	our	aesthetic	judgment	nature	is	judged	as	sublime	not	insofar	as	it	arouses	fear,	but	rather	because	it	calls	forth	our	power	(which	is	not	part	of	nature)	[…],	and	hence	to	regard	[nature’s]	power	[…]	as	not	the	sort	of	dominion	[…]	to	which	we	would	have	to	bow	[down	to].	Therefore	nature	is	here	called	sublime	merely	because	it	raises	the	imagination	to	the	point	of	presenting	those	cases	in	which	the	mind	can	make	palpable	to	itself	the	sublimity	of	its	vocation	even	over	nature.”	(Critique	of	the	Power	of	Judgment	145).		To	be	fair,	Kant	and	Friedrich	need	to	be	appreciated	as	part	of	a	very	particular	historical,	cultural	and	economic	context	working,	among	other	things,	to	build	an	archive	of	knowledge	that	directs	attention	towards	an	elevated	horizon	of	human	liberty,	equality	and	increased	well-being.	Yet	the	investment	made	by	this	tradition’s	stories	in	notions	of	methodological	individualism,	transcendence	and	human	exceptionalism,	investments	made	as	a	means	to	see	returns	in	the	form	of	universal	human	well-being,	blocked	attention	from	noticing	other	kinds	of	earth-bound,	multi-species	connections	and	collaborations.			 A	key	project	driving	this	canon	and	tradition	was/is	to	make	subject	positions	and	knowledge	making	positions	armed	with	epistemological	infrastructures	and	a	conceptual	architecture,	in	short	a	disciplinary	archive	that	provided	enlightened,	free-thinking,	worldly	humans	the	necessary	tools	to	progressively	build	a	better	
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world.5	However,	by	evoking	a	disembodied,	disconnected,	abstracted	conceptual	architecture	of	Ideas,	distinct	from	material,	earthly	embodiment,	Friedrich	can	be	seen	to	be	asking	viewers	to	intuit	‘in-here’	a	super-sensical,	transcendental	and	cognitive	hyper-space,	a	symbolically	structured	world	of	Ideas,	predicated	on	the	separation	of	word	and	world,	nature	and	culture.			 It	is	no	accident	the	wanderer	in	the	painting	is	situated	at	the	center	of	things,	transcending	and	looking	out	over	the	world.	Following	Dominic	Pettman’s	work	of	anthropocentrism,	the	wanderer’s	subject	position	above	and	outside	nature	consolidates	the	anthropocentric	pretense	that	enlightened	humans	are	not	“irrelevant	bystanders	but	significant	eyewitnesses	to	the	universe”	(18).	For	the	wanderer,	the	universe	is	illiterate,	a-historical,	and	without	meaning,	while	he	becomes	‘the’	world-historical	actor.	Friedrich’s	canvas,	and	by	extension	the	unformed	chaos	of	the	world	the	wandering	subject	takes	in,	becomes	indexed	to	a	higher	human	power	to	render	sense	and	meaning	where	there	seems	to	be	none.	Critiquing	this	all-too-human	anthropocentric	gaze,	Pettman	goes	on	to	note	that:	“We	are	conceived	as	part	of	the	world,	but	we	also	transcend	it.	The	[…]	assumption	is	that	the	universe	only	achieves	actualization	through	our	apprehension	and	comprehension	of	it,	no	matter	how	limited.	[This	male,	enlightened	subject]	is	fully	aware	of	the	objective	insignificance	of	his	own	individuality,	when	measured	at	the	scale	of	the	universe,	but	his	coping	mechanism	is	to	inflate	the	subjective	to	cosmic	proportions.	[…]	We	may	only	constitute	a	tiny	fraction	of	the	intergalactic	show	but	we	are	its	sole	attentive	audience,	and	for	that,	we	are	its	match	–	even	its	co-creator.”	(20)																																																										5	For	example,	whereas	James	sees	the	nation-state	and	diplomacy	as	the	proper	apparatuses	to	build	prosperous	futures,	Kant	and	Friedrich	used	an	abstracted	realm	of	Ideas	and	morality	(among	other	things)	as	resources	to	tell	stories	of	the	human’s	elevation	and	transcendence	from	the	senseless	and	random	patterns	of	the	earth.		
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Although	this	post-enlightenment	tradition	has	been	an	extremely	powerful	apparatus	and	worked	to	resist	modernity’s	instrumentalist	and	hierarchal	enclosures	by	fostering	human	autonomy,	freedom,	imagination	and	equality,	Donna	Haraway,	in	particular,	has	shown	how	this	tradition	is	also	bound-up	with	anthropocentric,	masculinist	and	colonial	“tropes	of	the	‘self-birthing	of	man’,	and	the	‘optics	of	self-origination’”	(Modest_Witness	35).	In	this	sense,	the	painting	is	part	of	a	technology	of	vision	used	to	signify	a	leap	out	of	historically	situated	material	entanglements	and	gendered/racial	embodiments	into	the	disembodied	gaze	of	the	transcendental	subject	of	human	exceptionalism,	which	for	Haraway,	is	“a	conquering	gaze	from	no-where”	(“Situated	Knowledges”	581).		 The	painting	is	foundational	in	the	construction	of	the	Romantic	canon,	but	it	is	also	part	of	a	tradition	of	subject,	knowledge	and	world	making	practice	that,	by	elevating	the	secular,	post-enlightenment	human	to	transcendental	heights	over	the	earth,	cannot	tell	the	kinds	of	earth-bound	stories	that	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	aims	to	tell	in	Submergence.	Therefore,	by	making	a	connection	between	Friedrich’s	painting	and	Submergence,	my	point	is	to	show	how	the	stories,	archives,	subject	positions	or	regimes	of	visibility	that	mediate	the	wanderer’s	encounter	with	the	earth	also	shape	the	traditions	and	narratives	situating	Danielle	and	James.	As	an	enlightened	intelligence	agent	and	scientist,	James	and	Danielle	inhabit	a	shared	historical	and	cultural	tradition	working	to	construct	emancipatory,	sovereign	futures	divorced	from	earthy	constraints.	That	is,	confronting	‘other	worlds	beyond	their	world’,	Danielle,	James	and	the	‘wanderer’	are	kin	because	they	are	part	of	a	tradition	built	on	stories	of	human	exceptionalism,	anthropocentrism,	universalism,	
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sovereignty	and	methodological	individualism,	and	all	three	inhabit	(differently)	a	forward-looking,	progressively	expanding	civilizational	project	predicated	on	the	construction	of	emancipatory	futures	that	elevate	human	history	and	reason	above	earthly	constraints	and	limitations.			 To	be	clear,	my	argument	is	not	that	the	painting	and	the	specific	subject	position	of	the	wanderer	are	directly	responsible	for	the	environmental	contaminations	and	exterminations	marking	the	Anthropocene.	Rather,	my	argument	is	that	the	painting	is	an	example	of	a	historical	text	that	evokes	the	stories	and	imaginaries,	epistemologies	and	ontologies	that	have	consolidated	to	form	an	archive	that	makes	possible	a	reading	of	the	Anthropocene	as	a	“Human	Age”	of	human	sovereignty	over	the	earth	and	techno-enhanced	well-being.	That	is,	attempts	to	tell	the	story	of	the	Anthropocene	as	the	“Human	Age”,	a	historical	era	where	human	sovereignty	is	imagined	to	transcend	and	outstrip	the	earth,	have	roots	in	and	draw	from	a	diverse	archive	(spanning	many	kinds	of	art,	politics	and	science)	that	the	painting	is	a	key	component	of.	In	the	end,	Danielle,	James	and	the	wanderer	are	part	of	the	“Human	Age”	because	they	inhabit	and	are	rendered	as	part	of	a	particular	subject,	relation	and	world	making	apparatus	that	elevates	and	separates	‘their’	worlds	over	and	above	other	worlds,	an	apparatus	that	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	(along	with	work	in	the	Environmental	Humanities)	interrupts	to	allow	for	more	earth-bound,	resurgent	modes	of	multi-species	ongoingness.	
Resurgence:	Submergence	in	the	Chthulucene		Making	a	mess	of	the	stories	that	give	coherence	and	stability	to	the	notion	of	a	sovereign,	transcendental	“Human	Age”,	Danielle	re-examines	the	stories	we	
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thought	we	know	and	the	traditions	we	thought	got	us	to	where	we	are.	In	this	sense,	Danielle	is	not	trying	to	unlock	nature’s	secrets,	or	heroically	save	humanity	from	the	cataclysms	of	climate	change.	Rather,	her	scientific	work	is	opening	space	to	tell	factually	true	stories	about	multi-species	world	making	practices	that	fudge	anthropocentric	inheritances	and	human	exceptionalist	subject	positions.	Danielle’s	materially	grounded	descriptions	of	feral	ecologies	in	the	Hadal	zone	bring	to	attention	the	lines	of	descent	connecting	the	“Human	Age”	of	sovereignty	and	universality,	science	and	state-craft,	to	muddled	multi-species	worlds	that	stories	of	progress	and	transcendence	aimed	to	exceed	and	ignore.	Turning	anthropocentric	stories	of	the	“Human	Age”	on	their	head,	Danielle’s	stories	help	readers	think	about	the	problems	and	possibilities	of	livability	despite	the	environmental	mess	characterizing	the	Anthropocene.	“Understanding	microbial	life	in	the	deep”,	notes	Danielle,	“was	necessary	for	human	survival	on	the	planet.	Without	that	knowledge	we	will	not	be	able	to	comprehend	the	scale	of	life	on	Earth,	or	its	ability	to	regenerate.	The	fact	that	life	can	exist	in	the	darkness	on	chemicals,	changes	our	understanding	about	life	everywhere	else	in	the	universe”	(Ledgard	153).			 What	makes	Submergence	and	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	effective,	therefore,	is	how	it	reflects	back	to	readers	a	post-enlightenment,	post-romantic,	cosmopolitan	world	that	readers	recognize,	but	by	evoking	real	life	stories	of	strange	ecological	entanglements,	Ledgard	is	rendering	humanist	enclosures	and	anthropocentric	orientations	uncanny.	For	example,	in	an	interview,	Ledgard	notes	that	“we	have,	in	Western	Civilization,	an	intellectual	inheritance	[…]	that	we	kind	of	need	in	order	to	know	what	we	stand	for	–	not	in	a	rah-rah	way,	but	in	an	internal	way.	And	for	me,	
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James	More	[and	Danielle	are	characters]	who	really	draw	out	what	it	means	to	be	able	to	examine	your	beliefs,	what	it	means	to	have	the	freedom	to	really	challenge	your	beliefs”	(Gourevitch).			 Importantly,	therefore,	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	evokes	many	aspects	of	Haraway’s	multi-species	Chthulucene	discussed	in	Chapter	2.	Whereas	Kant’s	universalism,	progress	and	transcendence	provided	a	context	to	situate	Friedrich’s	Wanderer	as	part	of	the	“Human	Age”,	Haraway’s	earth-bound,	sym-poietic	multi-species	Chthulucene	helps	provide	a	context	to	situate	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	amidst	“myriad	temporalities	and	spatialities	and	myriad	intra-active	entities-in-assemblages	-	including	the	more-than-human,	other-than-human,	inhuman	and	human-as-humus”	(“Anthropocene,	Capitalocene,	Plantationocene,	Chthulucene”	160).	As	outlined	in	Chapter	2,	Haraway’s	Chthulucene	generates	figurative	and	conceptual,	disciplinary	and	methodological	equipment	to	pay	attention	to	the	multi-species	scales,	temporalities	and	agencies	that	exceed	techno-humanist	conquest	stories	of	return	and	redemption,	progress	and	expansion.	Whereas	the	stories	and	imaginaries	mediating	Friedrich’s	painting	archive	historically	particular	forms	of	subject,	relation	and	world	making	practice	that	contribute	to	tell	stories	of	human	exceptionalism,	anthropocentrism	and	methodological	individualism,	Haraway’s	Chthulucene	and	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	archive	non-anthropocentric	forms	of	subject,	relation	and	world	making	practice.	As	noted	by	Haraway:		“When	we	enslave	ourselves	to	the	heroic-tragic	man-makes-himself	story.	When	we	cut	ourselves	off	from	our	collective,	our	becoming-with,	including	dying	and	becoming	compost	again.	When	we	cut	ourselves	off	from	morality	and	fear	death,	we	become	our	own	worst	enemy	in	this	relentless	story	of	
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making	ourselves	in	the	image	of	death.	These	are	the	lived	stories	of	the	Anthropocene	as	Capitalocene.	But	there’s	a	third	story,	or	actually	myriad	stories.	[…]	What	if	we	had	started	instead	by	renaming	our	epoch,	even	-	especially	-	in	the	Geophysical	Union,	with	sym-poietic	power,	to	signal	the	ongoing	and	non-Euclidean	net	bag	of	the	Chthulhucene	[…].	This	unfinished	Chthulhocene	must	collect	up	the	trash	of	the	Anthropocene,	the	exterminism	of	the	Capitalocene,	and	make	a	much	hotter	compost	pile	for	still	possible	pasts,	presents,	and	futures”	(“Anthropocene,	Capitalocene,	Chthulhocene”	269).		Following	Anna	Tsing,	universal,	progress	timelines	of	transcendence	and	elevation,	the	most	common	reading	of	the	Anthropocene,	are	not	enough	to	know	the	uneven	histories	of	human-made	non-livability	(“A	Feminist	Approach	to	the	Anthropocene”);	but	looking	to	strange,	feral	landscapes	of	livability	might	provide	some	resources	to	tell	stories	of	ongoingness	differently.	That	is,	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	and	Haraway’s	Chthulucene	challenge	the	ontological	and	epistemological,	institutional	and	historical	contexts	across	the	sciences	and	humanities	built	to	tell	stories	of	human	exceptionalism,	and	therefore	both	intentionally	intervene	in	the	ongoing	political	and	scientific	attempts	to	read	the	Anthropocene	as	the	“Human	Age”.	Re-contextualizing	Kant’s	transcendental	a	priori,	not	only	in	the	twisting	and	turning	historical	a	priori	of	infinitely	complex	intra-human	worlds,	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	and	Haraway’s	Chthulucene	embed	subject	and	knowledge	making	practice	amidst	an	earthly,	ecological,	multi-species	a	priori	(see	Robbert	“The	Ecological	In	Foucault	and	Deleuze”	on	the	movement	of	the	transcendental	to	the	ecological	a	priori).				 Although	the	subject,	relation	and	world	making	practices	contained	in	James’	civilizational	stories	of	Empire	and	Danielle’s	scientific	archives	built	on	subject/object,	nature/culture	distinctions	have	been	inherited	from	the	stories	and	contexts	rendered	in	Friedrich’s	painting	and	Kant’s	universalism	(among	others),	
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Ledgard	and	Haraway	make	a	mess	of	these	lines	of	inheritance,	opening	space	to	consider	other	forms	of	descent,	entanglement,	and	kin-ship	that	lead	to	other	kinds	of	pasts,	presents	and	futures.	Talking	to	James,	Danielle	notes	that:	“We’re	made	of	water,	it’s	the	most	obvious	thing,	still	we	don’t	get	it,	we	think	we’re	solid,	we’re	not,	we’re	pockets	of	moisture.	[…]	It’s	a	shock	to	be	a	jelly”	(Submergence	128)	-	from	here,	she	concludes	“there	is	another	world	in	our	world	[…].	Jellies	we	are,	washed	up	on	the	shore”	(Submergence	147).	This	notion	connects	to	Haraway’s	argument	kin-making	and	relation	making	practices	that	“are	about	keeping	the	lineages	going,	even	while	defamiliarizing	their	members	[…].	Who	and	whatever	we	are,	we	need	to	make-with	-	become-with,	compose-with	-	the	earth-bound”	(“Anthropocene,	Capitalocene,	Plantationocene,	Chthulucene”	161).	That	is,	as	jellies	washed	up	on	the	shore,	“[a]ncestors	turn	out	to	be	very	interesting	strangers;	kin	are	unfamiliar	(outside	what	we	thought	was	family	or	gens),	uncanny,	haunting,	active”	(162).			 Interested	in	contributing	to	an	archive	that	contains	conceptual	tools	and	discursive	equipment	that	“stretch	the	imagination	and	[…]	change	the	story”	(“Anthropocene,	Capitalocene,	Plantationocene,	Chthulucene”	161),	the	Chthulucene	and	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	undo	the	heliocentric	stories	about	universal	progress	and	the	seminal	power	of	Man	to	ascend	to	a	sovereign	position	above	the	earth.	So	unlike	Friedrich’s	wanderer,	whose	confrontation	with	a	unruly	scene	of	sublime	nature	works	to	re-lodge	and	recuperate	the	human	subject	into	a	higher-order	phase-space	of	inner-freedom	and	Ideas,	Submergence	resists	the	urge	to	re-inscribe	the	self	or	human	in	a	familiar	oikos,	home-land	or	boundedness.		
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	 The	earth	Danielle	encounters	cannot	be	imagined	using	organic	tropes	of	a	self-bounded,	self-reproductive	interconnected	whole,	but	rather	inorganic	tropes	of	divergence,	dispersal	and	disorientation.	Danielle’s	work	on	chemosynthetic	life	in	the	Hadal	zone	connects	to	Haraway’s	insight,	grounding	her	work	on	the	Chthulucene,	that	“no	species,	not	even	our	own	arrogant	one	pretending	to	be	good	[self-contained]	individuals	in	so-called	modern	Western	scripts,	acts	alone”	(159).	Echoing	this	insight,	Danielle	comments	how	“if	Man	had	a	sense	of	proportion,	he	would	die	of	shame”	(Submergence	198).	That	is,	while	revealing	the	alarming	scales	at	which	particular	kinds	of	human	agency	and	history	have	become	implicated	in	the	ongoingness	of	earth	system	processes,	the	Anthropocene,	as	noted	by	geographer	Nigel	Clark,	leads	thinking	and	knowledge	practices	“back	to	epochs	before	humans	emerged,	take	us	deep	into	micro-ecologies	too	tiny	to	imagine,	drag	us	down	to	the	molten	and	lifeless	interior	of	the	earth”	(Inhuman	Nature	xvi).			 Submergence,	read	with	Haraway’s	Chthulucene,	is	an	important	document	contributing	to	the	needed	transdisciplinary	work	of	re-training	the	imagination	to	respond	to	multi-species	muddles,	entanglements	and	inheritances.	Here,	with	Haraway,	“we’re	no	longer	looking	at	the	apocalyptic,	dreadful	others	[that	stories	of	human	exceptionalism	and	anthropocentrism]	fear	and	need	to	slay;	we’re	looking	at	the	earth	that’s	made	of	concatenated	differences”	(“Anthropocene,	Capitalocene,	Chthulucene”	268).	In	the	end,	the	main	achievement	of	Submergence	is	to	tell	earth-bound	stories	that	intervene	in	the	attempts	being	made	across	the	global-north	to	tell	and	materialize	the	story	of	Anthropocene	as	an	“Age	of	Man”	or	“Human	Age”,	thus	evoking	the	need	for	new	kinds	of	stories	and	traditions	to	inherit	the	complex	
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messes	and	muddles	of	the	Anthropocene/Capitalocene.	
Conclusion		Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	contributes	to	ecological	discourse	out	of	bounds	by	remediating	environmental	and	humanistic	knowledge	making	practices	and	archives	to	tell	stories	about	multi-species	ongoingness.	In	this	sense,	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing,	and	knowledge	practices	in	the	Environmental	Humanities	like	Haraway’s	Chthulucene,	work	to	remediate	scientific	and	humanistic	inheritances	to	tell	real-life	stories	that	re-ground	the	post-enlightenment	subject	from	the	‘no-place’	of	transcendental	heights	onto	the	‘unseen’	earth.			 Opening	stories	up	across	the	sciences	and	arts,	and	going	out	of	bounds,	as	theorists	like	Anna	Tsing	and	Donna	Haraway	have	productively	done,6	and	making	these	stories	work	differently,	is	a	political	and	history-making	act.	Stories	about	strange	but	real	landscapes	and	ecologies	that	are	not	human	made,	but	contribute	to	make	conditions	of	livability	for	humans,	interrupt	the	stories	that	have	made	the	“Human	Age”,	and	work	to	build	ongoing	stories	amidst	the	ruins	of	the	Anthropocene/Capitalocene.	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing	and	Haraway’s	notion	of	the	Chthulucene	do	not	begin	and	end	with	Man	and	Nature	(as	does	the	Wanderer),	but	show	how	strange	and	feral	chemosynthetic	ecologies	and	landscapes	of	livability	(might)	re-figure	resurgent	pasts,	presents	and	futures.		 As	a	document	contributing	to	an	Environmental	Humanities	archive,	
Submergence	speaks	to	the	importance	of	keeping	the	sciences	and	stories	together.																																																									6	For	example,	see	Tsing	The	Mushroom	at	the	End	of	the	World	(2015);	and	Haraway	Modest_Witness	(1997)	&	When	Species	Meet	(2008).	
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Whereas	Friedrich’s	painting	comes	to	tell	a	story	of	human	exceptionalism,	transcendence	and	humanist	lift-off,	Submergence	tells	a	story	of	ecological	intimacy	and	coexistence	that	bypasses	nature/culture,	transcendent/immanent,	word/world,	subject/object	distinctions.	Unlike	Friedrich’s	painting	of	the	“Wanderer”	and	the	Kantian	Sublime,	Submergence	dissolves	the	human	exceptionalist	operating	systems	built	by	anthropocentric	architects	like	Friedrich	and	Kant	as	a	means	to	submerge	readers	in	a	vivid	mesh	of	microbial,	climatological,	geological	and	biospheric	rhythms	that	press	down	on	and	enfold	intra-human	narratives	and	worlds.	For	Ledgard’s	characters,	unlike	Friedrich’s	wanderer,	there	is	no	emancipation,	no	redemption,	no	better	world	beyond	‘this’	world,	only	the	possibility	of	rendering	ourselves	response-able	to	the	multi-species,	multi-cultural	muddles	defining	earth-bound	modes	of	existence
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Chapter	Seven	–	Jeff	Vandermeer’s	Weird	Ecological	Fiction:	
Stories	for	a	Strange	Ecology		 Somehow	we	need	to	be	humble	enough	to	finally	admit	to	the	true	complexity	of	and	importance	of	[multi-species]	life — not	just	some	anthropomorphic	and	patronizing	sympathy — and	in	the	process	continue	the	necessary	step	of	de-centralizing	the	human	experience	within	a	universe	that	clearly	sees	us	as	simple	atoms	like	everything	else	(Vandermeer	“The	Slow	Apocalypse	and	Fiction”)		Perhaps	our	hopes	for	accountability,	for	politics,	for	ecofeminism,	turn	on	revisioning	the	world	as	coding	trickster	with	whom	we	must	learn	to	converse	(Haraway	“Situated	Knowledges”	596)		Jeff	Vandermeer’s	2014	fictional	Southern	Reach	Trilogy	(Annihilation,	Authority	and	
Acceptance),	winner	of	the	2015	Nebula	Award	for	best	Science	Fiction	Novel	and	finalist	for	the	Hugo	Award,	is	a	work	of	speculative	fiction	and	weird	ecology	that	opens	a	unique	non-anthropocentric	trajectory	for	ecological	thought	and	theory	in	the	Anthropocene.1	The	three	novels	revolve	around	Area	X,	the	site	of	a	ecological	event	that	occurred	30	years	before	that	is	neither	natural	nor	unnatural	(readers	and	the	Trilogy’s	characters	are	never	quite	sure	what	it	actually	is),	and	the	stumbling	Southern	Reach,	an	equally	elusive	government	agency	charged	with	the	task	of	understanding	and	containing	whatever	is	going	on	inside	Area	X.	Area	X	emerged	with	a	translucent	border	that	has	only	one	entry	point	through	which	the	
																																																								1	David	Tompkins’	(2014)	excellent	review	in	the	Los	Angeles	Review	of	Books	also	uses	the	term	‘weird	ecology’	to	describe	Vandermeer’s	trilogy.	
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Southern	Reach	has	sent	numerous	expeditions	made	up	of	highly	vetted	civilian	volunteers	to	ascertain	knowledge	about	the	uncanny,	alien	features	of	Area	X	with	the	hope	of	figuring	out	how	to	control,	manage	and	discipline	the	weird	ecological	space.		Expeditions	have	not	gone	well.	Inside	Area	X,	expedition	members	find	a	natural	environment	that	appears	normal	and	even	pristine,	but	they	perceive	something	strange	about	Area	X	that	they	just	cannot	pin	down	with	their	technological	and	epistemological	tools	of	classification.	The	kind	of	media,	technology	and	disciplinary	training	that	expedition	members	bring	into	Area	X	operate	on	a	channel	not	conducive	for	communicating	with	or	knowing	the	weird	ecological	features	of	Area	X.2	Moreover,	the	characters	find	themselves	contaminated	and	infected	by	the	uncanny	ecological	agency	of	Area	X,	an	agency	that	renders	ineffective	humanist	notions	of	intentionality,	self-contained	individualism	and	rationality.	In	short,	characters	(and	readers	of	the	Trilogy)	enter	an	ecological	context	that	destabilizes	and	undoes	the	narratives	and	subject	positions	bound-up	with	knowledge	making	practices	predicated	on	rationalist	notions	that	reality	abides	by	logical	principles	that	can	be	deductively	accessed,	and	naturalist	notions	that	the	principles	of	nature	can	be	accurately	represented	or	mirrored	in	language		
																																																								2	For	example,	the	expedition	members	in	the	first	novel	of	the	trilogy	were	selected	because	of	their	disciplinary	backgrounds	in	psychology,	anthropology,	surveying,	and	linguistics.	
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With	a	film	adaptation	slated	for	a	2017	release,3	the	weird	ecology	of	Vandermeer’s	Trilogy	has	gained	wide	recognition	for	the	way	it	renders	humanist,	rationalist	and	naturalist	perspectives	of	nature	uncanny	and	strange	(Carroll	2015;	Rothman	2015;	Tompkins	2014).	However,	the	Trilogy	is	not	a	disconnected,	apolitical	aesthetic.	Rather,	as	Vandermeer	describes	his	work,	the	Trilogy	is	a	historically	informed	attempt	to	provide	a	discourse	derived	from	a	consideration	of	the	ecological	conditions	“characterizing	global	warming”	and	climate	change	(Vandermeer,	“The	Nature	of	Reading”),	and	a	discourse	that	“attempt[s]	to	wrench	our	thinking	[about	ecology	and	the	nonhuman	world]	out	of	the	same	tired	old	tracks	(“The	Slow	Apocalypse	and	Fiction”),	so	that	“we	no	longer	think	in	terms	of	being	stewards	or	despoilers	but	some	other	philosophy	altogether”	(Slattery	“End	of	the	Line”).	That	is,	as	an	ecological	discourse	out	of	bounds	in	relation	to	fetishized	notions	of	a	pristine,	pure,	a-historical	nature	to	be	monitored,	protected	and	managed	by	rational,	self-contained	individuals,	Vandermeer’s	ecological	fiction	provides	an	aesthetic	context	that,	in	his	words,	“erodes	our	human	gaze.	[Thereby	allowing]	the	ghosts	of	living	things	[to]	stare	back	at	us	from	the	page,	[and]	rise	up	to	destabilize	both	our	fictional	and	real-life	narratives”	(“The	Slow	Apocalypse	and	Fiction”).		Vandermeer’s	ecological	discourse	contributes	to	this	dissertation	by	providing	an	ecological	discourse	spanning	the	sciences	and	arts	that	exceeds	humanist	or	naturalist	space/time	coordinates,	providing	an	intellectual	and	
																																																								3	The	film	adaptation	is	directed	by	Alex	Garland,	director	of	Ex	Machina	(2015),	and	stars	Natalie	Portman,	Oscar	Isaac	and	Jennifer	Jason	Leigh.	
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political	context	to	consider	the	multi-temporal,	multi-spatial	ecological	aspects	of	the	Anthropocene	and	climate	change.	In	relation	to	multi-species	story-telling	practices,	rewilding,	the	aesthetic	practices	of	Natalie	Jeremijenko	and	Ledgard’s	planetary	writing,	Vandermeer’s	work	is	another	example	of	a	knowledge	making,	story-ing,	and	narrative	practice	for	Anthropocene	contexts	that	thwart	naturalist	and	humanist,	artificial	and	organic,	and	real	and	constructed	distinctions.	Contextualized	by	and	working	to	contribute	to	an	Environmental	Humanities	archive,	Vandermeer’s	ecological	fiction	is	a	sensibility-shaping	discursive	and	aesthetic	practice	that	provides	an	innovative	contrast	to	the	naturalist	and	humanist	writing	and	knowledge	practices	that	methodologically	avoid	confronting	the	weird,	strange	and	uncanny	aspects	of	ecological	co-existence.			What	connects	this	chapter	to	the	rest	of	this	dissertation	is	the	way	that	Vandermeer’s	fiction	creates	an	opening	for	the	articulation	of	stories	and	histories	beyond	those	situated	in	the	enclosed	matrix	space	defining	the	Man	of	the	Anthropocene,	and	an	opening	to	articulate	stories	that	do	not	reference	or	refer	back	to	‘the	human’	or	a	pristine,	redemptive	nature	to	be	protected	or	preserved	in	its	original,	pure	form.	However,	what	this	chapter	brings	into	focus	in	ways	that	the	other	chapters	do	not	is	how	notions	like	the	uncanny,	the	weird,	and	the	strange	specifically	help	to	configure	an	non-anthropocentric	discourse	for	the	Anthropocene.	This	chapter,	therefore,	argues	that	the	Trilogy	provides	intellectual,	conceptual	and	methodological	handrails	that	help	guide	the	imagination	to	examine	and	take	in	ecological	processes	that	are	weird,	uncanny	and	strange.			
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I	begin	this	chapter	by	introducing	the	weird	ecology	that	drives	Vandermeer’s	Trilogy,	and	then	contextualize	or	read	Vandermeer’s	fiction	in	relation	to	a	weird,	non-anthropocentric	facet	of	work	in	the	life	sciences	and	the	Environmental	Humanities	-	work	that,	in	the	words	of	feminist	STS	scholar	Myria	Hird,	focuses	on	multi-species	collaborations	and	agencies	that	“vigorous[ly]	refuse	to	be	absorbed	within	human	formulations	of	world	making”	(“Indifferent	Globality”	56).	Therefore,	after	introducing	Vandermeer’s	ecological	writing,	I	show	how	Vandermeer’s	fiction	intersects	with	Timothy	Morton’s	theoretical	work	on	“hyperobjects”	(2013),	notions	of	an	ecological	uncanny,	and	with	work	in	the	life	sciences	addressing	the	contaminations	and	horizontal	entanglements	that	make-up	what	is	referred	to	in	these	contexts	as	the	ecological,	multi-species	microbiome	and	holobiont4.		Together,	these	discourses	focus	on	multi-species	collaborations	that	do	not	hew	to	the	ontologies	and	epistemologies	predicated	on	a	commanding,	authoritative	human	subject	representing,	classifying	or	managing	a	world	of	nature	that	is	‘out-there’	beyond	the	human,	and	foreground	analytic	registers	that	figure	the	human	as	a	multi-species	affair	containing	numerous	kinds	of	ecological	dependencies,	world	making	agencies	and	multi-species	relations	that	break	notions	of	methodological	individualism	and	human	exceptionalism.	Therefore,	situating	knowledge	production	in	relation	to	notions	of	the	weird	and	uncanny,	as	I	do	in	this	chapter,	is	a	productive	intervention	to	make	into	ecological	thinking	and	writing	
																																																								4	For	example,	see	Gilbert	et	al.	“A	symbiotic	View	of	Life”;	and	McFall-Ngai	“The	secret	languages	of	coevolved	symbioses”.	
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because	writing	practices	friendly	to	notions	of	a	weird	and	uncanny	ecology	are	able	to	train	the	imagination	to	notice	the	confounding	and	disorienting	features	of	multi-species	life.		
Vandermeer’s	Weird	Ecological	Fiction	The	Trilogy	is	Vandermeer’s	first	work	to	explicitly	address	ecological	considerations,	but	prior	to	writing	the	Trilogy,	Vandermeer	published	numerous	essays,	novels,	short	stories	and	canon	defining	anthologies	contributing	to	the	genre	of	weird	and	speculative	fiction.5	As	such,	Vandermeer’s	writing	and	aesthetic	practices	have	roots	in	diverse	traditions	that	span	many	kinds	of	literature,	genre	and	style.	For	example,	Vandermeer’s	aesthetic	draws	heavily	on	the	spooky,	uncanny	and	speculative	aesthetic	of	Stanley	Kubrick,	Kafka,	Philip	K	Dick	and	aspects	of	Ursula	le	Guin,	and	less	from	the	hard	science	fiction	and	techno-humanist	imaginaries	developed	by	writers	such	as	Kim	Stanley	Robinson	or	Margaret	Atwood	(although	Vandermeer’s	work	intersects	with	Robinson	and	Atwood	on	questions	of	ecology	and	nature).	Yet	Vandermeer	also	draws	heavily	from	the	looping,	uncanny	noir	aesthetic	found	in	films	such	as	Blade	Runner	(1982),	
Mulholland	Drive	(2001).	Not	surprisingly,	Freud’s	notion	of	the	uncanny	intersects	with	Vandermeer’s	SF	imaginary,	but	he	has	also	stated	that	the	cultural	and	semiotic	theories	of	Baudrillard	were	influential	(in	Vandermeer	“The	Nature	of	Reading”).	Importantly	for	this	dissertation,	Vandermeer	has	expressed	curiosity	
																																																								5	For	example,	notable	edited	anthologies	Vandermeer	put	together	with	Hugo-Award-Winning	editor	Ann	Vandermeer	include	New	Weird	(2013)	and	Sisters	of	the	Revolution:	A	Feminist	
Speculative	Fiction	Anthology	(2015). 
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and	appreciation	for	the	theoretical	work	of	Timothy	Morton	and	has	documented	how	Morton’s	notion	of	hyperobjects	derives	from	a	shared	focus	to	articulate	a	discourse	that	speaks	to	uncanny	ecological	forces	and	formations	(for	Vandermeer’s	discussion	of	Morton,	see	“The	Slow	Apocalypse	and	Fiction”).	Finally,	as	part	of	the	weird	tradition	of	SF,	Vandermeer’s	work	connects	to	the	canon	defining	aesthetic	of	H.P.	Lovecraft.	Yet	being	part	of	the	contemporary	‘new	weird’	movement,	a	movement	opposed	to	the	racially	chauvinistic	and	xenophobic	tendencies	woven	into	Lovecraft’s	work,	Vandermeer	tends	to	use	complex	real-world	situations,	contexts	and	imaginaries	as	settings	from	which	to	explore	the	uncanny	and	strange	currents	pervading	everyday	life.	Therefore,	like	other	‘new	weird’	writers	like	China	Mieville,	Vandermeer	emphasizes	the	strange	aspects	of	‘this’	world,	rather	than	working	in	fully	imagined	‘other’	worlds.		Yet	Vandermeer’s	original	turn	to	weird	ecological	fiction	and	ecological	questions	more	generally	connects	his	work	with	different	canons,	genres	and	traditions	of	writing.	Even	though	ecological	questions	are	not	new	in	the	canon	of	SF	(for	example,	environmental	issues	have	shaped	the	fiction	of	Ursula	Le	Guin,	Margret	Atwood	and	Kim	Stanley	Robinson),	Vandermeer’s	weird	ecological	fiction	is	unique.	Set	in	the	present	world,	Vandermeer	avoids	dystopian	(Atwood)	and	utopian	(Le	Guin)	narrative	tropes,	and	also	is	aesthetically	and	politically	distinct	from	the	contemporary	genre	of	climate	change	fiction	(cli-fi)	-	a	genre,	notes	literary	critic	Ursula	Heise,	that	too	often	remains	“conventional	in	[its]	narrative	strategies”	by	relying	on	“apocalyptic	narrative”	tropes,	and	“simplistic	story	lines	predicated	on	elegies	of	nature	and	nostalgia	for	an	uncontaminated	world”	(Heise	
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Sense	of	Place,	quoted	in	Weik	von	Mossner	“Science	Fiction	and	the	Risks	of	the	Anthropocene”	205).6		The	three	novels	of	the	Southern	Reach	Trilogy	are	each	written	from	a	different	character’s	perspective,	and	over	the	course	of	each	novel,	the	human	centered	perspectives	become	destabilized	as	human	characters	become	immersed	and	entangled	within	strange	nonhuman	environments	that	exceed	human/space	time	coordinates	--	environments	where	humanist	notions	of	intentionality,	rationality	and	exceptionality	are	ineffective,	and	naturalist	notions	of	a	passive	nature	to	be	protect	and	preserved.	Annihilation,	book	one,	is	written	from	the	perspective	of	an	unnamed	female	Biologist	as	she	and	her	fellow	female	expedition	members	enter	and	ultimately	become	undone	by	the	strange	features	of	Area	X.7	
Authority,	book	two	is	written	from	the	perspective	of	a	male	character	known	as	Control,	the	reluctant	new	director	of	the	Southern	Reach,	a	governmental	agency	that	turns	out	to	be	a	noir,	uncanny	assemblage	that	seems	suited	for	a	Kafka	novel	or	a	David	Lynch	movie.	And	book	three,	Acceptance,	begins	from	the	perspective	of	Control,	but	ultimately	becomes	written	from	the	perspective	of	Ghost	Bird,	the	uncanny	doppelganger	of	the	Biologist	that	(strangely)	materializes	after	the	Biologist	disappears	inside	Area	X	at	the	end	of	Annihilation.	Acceptance	gives	readers	an	non-anthropocentric,	earth-magnitude	perspective	of	the	story	and	Area	X,	and	follows	Control	and	Ghost	Bird	as	they	re-enter	Area	X	and	try	to	re-orient																																																									6	Notable	texts	from	the	genre	of	‘cli-fi’	include:	Kingsolver,	Flight	Behaviour	(2012);	John	Atcheson,	A	
Being	Darkly	Wise	(2012);	and	Ian	McEwan,	Solar	(2010).		7	Very	few	proper	names	are	used	in	the	Trilogy;	rather,	characters	are	typically	referred	to	as	the	function	they	perform,	a	method	contributing	to	the	de-personalization	and	de-stabilization	of	the	text.	For	example,	in	book	one,	the	lead	characters	on	the	expedition	are	referred	to	and	refer	to	each	other	as	the	Biologist,	the	Linguist,	the	Anthropologist	and	the	Surveyor.		
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themselves	amidst	the	weird,	uncanny	ecological	landscapes	of	Area	X,	landscapes	that	require	Ghost	Bird	and	Control	to	struggle	without	the	handrails	of	humanist	and	naturalist	epistemologies,	imaginaries	and	world-views.	Not	much	is	known	about	Area	X.	Readers	learn	that	it	used	to	be	the	site	of	a	coastal	fishing	village,	and	nearby	there	was	a	military	base	conducting	classified	experiments.	After	the	‘event’,	a	translucent,	impenetrable	border	formed	around	the	area	with	one	entry	point.	The	Southern	Reach	has	learned	that	inside	Area	X	there	is	a	lighthouse	and	what	is	referred	to	as	an	inverted	tower	receding	into	the	ground	that	becomes	an	uncanny	focal	point	of	Area	X.		As	a	result	of	these	strange	features,	the	Biologist	has	trouble	reading	and	writing	about	Area	X	because	nature	is	out	of	joint	and	does	not	align	with	the	normally	expected	patterns,	flows	and	formations	that	an	academically	trained	biologist	would	expect	to	find	in	nature.	Nature	inside	Area	X	seems	overly	vibrant,	contains	plant	and	animal	species	that	were	thought	to	be	extinct,	flocks	of	birds	seem	to	fly	in	unnatural	flight	formations	and	made	up	of	more	than	one	bird	species,	a	dolphin	seems	to	recognize	the	Biologist,	and	the	stars	at	night	do	not	seem	to	be	aligned	in	their	expected	constellations.	There	is	“nothing	unnatural”	in	Area	X,	notes	the	Biologist,	“except	for	hyper-real	aspects	to	the	landscape,	these	processes	working	beneath	the	surface”	(Acceptance	54).	Things	are	never	quite	what	they	are	perceived	to	be;	and	the	Biologist	continually	has	trouble	identifying	and	situating	the	natural	organisms	she	finds	inside	Area	X	within	the	disciplinary	categories	and	maps	she	uses	to	guide	her	understanding	of	the	site.	For	example,	examining	a	star	fish,	the	Biologist	notes	that	the:	
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“longer	I	stared	at	it	the	less	comprehensible	the	creature	became.	The	more	it	became	something	alien	to	me,	and	the	more	I	had	a	sense	that	I	knew	nothing	at	all	-	about	nature,	about	ecosystems.	There	was	something	about	my	mood	and	its	dark	glow	that	eclipsed	sense,	that	made	me	see	this	creature,	which	had	indeed	been	assigned	a	place	in	the	taxonomy	-	catalogued,	studied	and	described	-	irreducible	down	to	any	of	that.	And	if	I	kept	looking,	I	knew	that	ultimately	I	would	have	to	admit	I	knew	less	than	nothing	about	myself	as	well,	whether	that	was	a	lie	or	the	truth”	(Annihilation	85).	Importantly,	a	key	aspect	of	Annihilation	is	the	annihilation	of	the	distance	(and	the	authority	and	control	this	distance	affords)	that	the	reading	and	writing	practices	characterizing	the	genre	of	first	person	nature	writing	presuppose	between	an	active	writer	(and	their	language/discourse/knowledge)	and	the	passive	materiality	of	nature.	That	is,	Vandermeer	is	rendering	uncanny	and	strange	the	genre	of	first	person	nature	writing	in	Annihilation,	a	genre	of	writing	that	has	been	foundational	for	a	tradition	of	environmentalism	built	to	see	nature	as	pure,	uncorrupted	spaces	that	are	being	lost	to	human	encroachment.	Typically	situated	by	pastoral	and	frontier	imaginaries	of	rugged	wilderness,	the	genre	of	first	person	nature	writing	tends	to	be	characterized	by	white,	male	writers	who	write	about	their	lone	treks	into	wild,	authentic	natural	spaces,	and	is	a	genre	oriented	by	a	nostalgia	for	the	loss	of	true	spaces	of	nature	that	writing	works	to	archive,	preserve	and	memorialize.8	In	a	style	reminiscent	of	Thoreau	in	Walden	or	Aldo	Leopold	in	A	Sand	County	Almanac,	the	Biologist	spends	large	portions	of	the	journal/novel	meticulously	documenting	and	describing	the	(un)natural	landscapes	of	Area	X.	For	example,	she	notes	that	“[t]ransformations	were	taking	place	here	and	as	much	as	I	had	felt	part	of	a	
																																																								8	For	example,	writers	contributing	to	the	genre	of	first	person	nature	writing	include	Henry	David	Thoreau,	Aldo	Leopold,	John	Muir	and	Bill	Bryson,	Robert	MacFarlane,	Barry	Lopez	and	more	recently	Elizabeth	Kolbert	(the	nonfiction	nature	writer	for	the	New	Yorker	and	best	selling	nonfiction	writer	of	The	Sixth	Extinction	(2015)	and	Field	Notes	from	a	Catastrophe	(2006).	
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‘natural’	landscape	on	my	trek	to	the	lighthouse,	I	could	not	deny	that	these	habitats	were	transitional	in	a	deeply	unnatural	way”	(Annihilation	180).	However,	unlike	the	natural	world	that	is	imagined	to	be	metaphysically	present	in	much	non-fiction,	first	person	nature	writing,	Vandermeer	is	beginning	to	immerse	and	entangle	readers	into	another	kind	of	ecological	genre,	aesthetic	and	imaginary.	Nature	writing	is	made	strange	and	uncanny.	Readers	learn	that	book	one	is	the	field	journal	the	Biologist	wrote	on	her	expedition,	a	field	journal	that	she	left	inside	Area	X	(readers	are	left	to	speculate	how	the	journal	got	out	of	Area	X,	and	who	its	intended	audience	was).	In	this	sense,	
Annihilation	is	a	first	person	narrative	documenting	personal	reflections	and	encounters	the	author	(the	Biologist)	is	having	with	the	natural	environment,	and	employs	a	writing	practice	whereby	the	reflections	mediated	through	the	author	are	intended	to	provide	a	sense	of	coherence	and	stability	to	the	complexity	of	the	nonhuman	world	experienced.	Yet	Vandermeer’s	ecological	fiction	disrupts	these	uni-directional	writing	practices	whereby	an	intentional	and	grounded	first	person	author	possesses	an	authority	to	inscribe	and	validate	the	order	of	things	into	a	coherent	image,	narrative	or	representation.	For	example,	the	Biologist	“was	convinced	that	when	[she]	wasn’t	looking	at	[cell	samples	of	plants	from	Area	X	in	her	microscope],	the	cells	became	something	else,	that	the	very	act	of	observation	changed	everything”	(Annihilation	80).	If	first	person	nature	writing	is	a	method	of	writing	that	tries	to	avoid	(as	much	as	possible)	discursive	mediations	and	cultural	artifice	in	order	to	directly	interface	with	the	nonhuman	world	as	a	means	of	producing	a	pure,	direct	and	
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immediate	form	of	ecological	discourse,	this	method	and	approach	fails	in	relation	to	the	immersive,	weird	and	uncanny	aspects	of	Area	X.	That	is,	a	writing	practice	whereby	intentional	subjects	produce	discourse	that	reflects	clear	images	of	nature	as	object	‘out-there’	is	not	built	to	respond	to	the	strange	features	of	Area	X.	Moreover,	a	confounded	Southern	Reach	scientists	asks:	“What	do	you	do	when	you	run	up	against	something	that	you	cannot	describe	through	comparisons	to	what	you	know,	and,	when	you	try,	it	sends	you	off	in	the	wrong	direction?”	(Authority	98).	The	scientist’s	question	highlights	the	lack	of	available	methods	and	narratives,	metaphors	and	analogies,	stories	and	histories	to	contextualize	and	situate	Area	X	into	any	kind	of	coherent	image,	bounded	figure,	smooth	narrative	or	progressive	history	that	recuperates	a	human-centered	experience	of	space	and	time,	epistemology	and	ontology.	In	this	sense,	like	Haraway’s	Chthulucene,	the	multi-species	story-telling	practices	of	Anna	Tsing,	rewilding,	Jeremijenko’s	art	practices,	and	Ledgard’s	novel,	Vandermeer	works	to	provide	a	perspective	onto	messy	ecological	entanglements	that	are	increasingly	destabilizing	anthropocentric	narratives	and	histories	in	an	era	of	climate	change	and	the	Anthropocene.		Therefore,	mimicking	yet	subverting	the	classic	‘return	to	nature’	trope	that	characterizes	the	genre	of	first	person	nature	writing,	the	Biologist	strikes	out	into	Area	X	at	the	end	of	Annihilation	as	a	means	to	recuperate	a	future	beyond	anthropocentric	imaginaries	of	frontier	space,	rugged	individualism,	nostalgia	and	mourning	pure	spaces	of	nature.	Rather	than	expecting	Area	X	to	fit	into	her	histories	of	classification,	or	conform	to	the	perspective	offered	by	her	subject	position	(as	a	biologist)	and	narrowly	defined	disciplinary	knowledge	practices,	she	
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allows	her	co-existence	with	Area	X	to	undo	and	re-do	her	thinking	and	imagining	practices.	Area	X	un-does	the	authority	and	control	of	the	Biologist’s	rationalist	inscription	systems	to	coordinate	and	order	the	world	into	a	recognizable	and	manageable	form	that	elevates	her	to	an	authoritative,	commanding	position.	The	Biologist	is	a	smart,	observant,	independent	thinker	who	readers	sympathize	with,	but	the	book’s	point	is	that	the	scientific	and	rationalist,	naturalist	and	anthropomorphic	archives	she	draws	on	to	know,	understand	and	imagine	Area	X	are	ineffective	as	she	finds	herself	co-existing	with	rhythms,	flows	and	formations	that	remain	asymmetric	to	the	histories,	imaginaries	and	narratives	that,	as	a	North	American	scientist,	she	has	been	made	to	inhabit.	The	Biologist’s	experiences	with	Area	X	materially	and	discursively	re-shape	the	maps	and	narratives	the	Biologist	uses	to	orient	her	self	as	a	subject	living	on	earth.	While	in	Area	X,	the	Biologist	“was	becoming	estranged	from	the	expedition	and	its	purpose”	(Annihilation	17),	and	she	notes	how	her	entanglement	with	Area	X	“has	quelled	the	last	ashes	of	the	burning	compulsion	[she]	had	to	know	everything.	[And	reflects	that]	the	thought	of	continually	doing	harm	to	[herself]	to	remain	human	seems	somehow	pathetic”	(Annihilation	98).		Moreover,	the	Biologist	reflects	that	“if	[we	don’t]	have	real	answers	it	is	because	we	[at	the	Southern	Reach]	still	don’t	know	what	questions	to	ask.	Our	instruments	are	useless,	our	methodology	broken,	our	motivations	selfish”	(Annihilation	97).		The	destabilization	of	the	Biologist’s	anthropocentric	perspective	occurs	most	powerfully	when	she	confronts	the	alien	“the	crawler”	in	the	inverted	tower.	Moving	from	first	person	nature	writing	into	the	genre	conventions	of	the	weird	and	
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speculative,	the	crawler	is	a	Lovecraft-ian,	cthulhu	anomaly	that	is	writing	living,	bioluminescent	words	on	the	organic	stone	walls	of	the	tower,	words	“written	among	tiny	communities	of	creatures	of	unknown	origin”	(Annihilation	57).	The	Biologist	begins	to	slowly	transform	and	become-with	Area	X	when	she	becomes	“infected”	or	“contaminated”	by	inhaling	spores	inside	the	topological	anomaly	(the	inverted	tower/tunnel)	where	she	finds	the	crawler,	a	becoming-with	that	ends	up	producing	a	new	person	Ghost	Bird,	the	Biologists	doppelganger,	the	main	subject	of	book	three,	Acceptance.	After	her	exploration	of	the	tower/tunnel	she	begins	to	feel	herself	changing,	and	feels	Area	X’s	interference	“communicating”	with	her.	These	interference	patterns	manifest	gradually	as	a	feverish	“green	brightness”	in	her	chest,	and	she	feels	the	biological,	fungal	materiality	of	Area	X	slowly	spreading	throughout	her	body.	Employing	the	genre	conventions	defining	Lovecraft’s	cthulhu	monsters,	but	also	intersecting	with	the	destabilizing	perspective	opened	by	Ledgard’s	writing	on	the	chemosynthetic	landscapes	found	in	the	Atlantic’s	Hadal	zones	and	Haraway’s	Cthulhucene,	the	crawler	signifies	the	weird	nucleus	or	distillation	of	Area	X	and	evokes	many	key	themes	contextualizing	Vandermeer’s	ecological	aesthetic	about	the	inability	to	translate	or	reduce	the	planet’s	alterity	into	human	terms	and	narratives.	For	example,	the	frustrated,	spooked	Biologist	notes	that	the	crawler	“was	a	figure	within	a	series	of	refracted	panes	of	glass.	[And	that	even	thought	it	was	right	in	front	of	her,	she]	still	couldn’t	truly	see	it,	any	more	than	[she	could	see]	it	under	the	microscope”	(Annihilation	89).	The	crawler	is	not	a	focal	point	of	the	Trilogy,	but	acts	as	a	literary	device	addressing	many	of	the	themes	
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about	translation	and	transmutation	that	define	the	book,	and	hovers	in	the	margins	of	the	Trilogy	as	a	lurking	enigma	or	specter.		Having	set	out	the	broad	parameters	of	Area	X	and	beginning	to	open	space	for	the	possibility	of	a	weird	ecological	fiction	in	book	one,	the	second	book,	
Authority,	turns	back	to	the	intra-human	world,	and	focuses	on	the	Southern	Reach	and	its	(failed)	attempts	to	understand	and	contain	Area	X.	Authority	follows	Control	as	he	attempts	to	navigate	the	eerie	aesthetic	of	the	Southern	Reach	and	its	Kafka-esque	bureaucratic	weirdness.	If	book	one	is	about	the	Biologist’s	first	person	narrative	encounter	with	the	alien	asymmetry	of	Area	X	from	naturalist	perspectives,	Authority	mimics	the	genre	conventions	and	tropes	defining	third-person	noir	crime	fiction	and	detective	thrillers.	Vandermeer	sets	up	Authority	as	a	mystery,	and	introduces	Control	as	the	detective	tasked	with	the	job	of	figuring	out	why	the	Southern	Reach	continually	fails	to	gain	access	to	Area	X.		However,	the	Southern	Reach	turns	out	to	be	an	uncanny	noir	nightmare,	and	like	Decker	in	Blade	Runner,	Control	learns	that	who	he	is,	what	his	connection	to	the	Southern	Reach	is,	and	why	he	is	the	newly	appointed	director,	turn	out	to	be	the	real	(unsolvable)	mysteries	of	the	novel.	In	true	Kafkae-sque,	Kubrickian	or	Hitchcock-ian	fashion,	Control	is	not	in	control,	and	he	is	haunted	by	paranoia	and	a	claustrophobic	sense	that	he	is	being	watched,	recorded,	followed	and	subliminally	controlled	by	his	superiors	who	he	cannot	identify,	and	who	are	not	being	transparent	in	what	they	know	about	Area	X.	“The	Southern	Reach	had	been	set	up	to	investigate	and	contain	Area	X”,	notes	the	anonymous,	unidentified	third	person	narrator	of	Authority,	“and	yet	despite	all	the	signs	and	symbols	of	that	mission	-	all	
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the	talk	and	files	and	briefs	and	analysis	-	some	other	emotion	or	attitude	also	existed	within	the	agency.	It	frustrated	him	[Control]	that	he	could	not	quite	put	his	finger	on	it,	as	if	he	needed	another	sense,	or	a	sensitivity,	that	he	lacked”	(Authority	43).	Analogous	to	the	way	that	the	expeditions	are	supposed	to	gain	control	(epistemologically)	over	Area	X,	Control’s	mandate	is	to	regain	control	and	authority	over	the	crumbing,	unwieldy	government	institution	of	the	Southern	Reach	that	itself	is	failing	in	its	mandate	to	control	and	manage	the	threads	entangling	the	intra-human	world	with	the	inhuman	world	of	Area	X.	The	goal	of	the	Southern	Reach	is	to	read	Area	X	for	meaning	or	intentionality,	but	the	methods	and	approaches	the	Southern	Reach	employ	to	interface	with	Area	X	are	fruitless.	“You’d	expect”,	notes	Control,	“Area	X	to	cooperate	at	least	a	little	bit,	right?	I’d’ve	staked	my	reputation	on	it	cooperating	with	us	enough	to	get	some	accurate	readings	at	least,	an	abnormal	heat	signature	or	something”	(Authority	35).	In	the	end,	“placing	trust	in	a	word	like	‘border’”	reflects	Control,	“had	been	a	mistake,	a	trap.	A	slow	unraveling	of	terms	unrecognized	until	too	late”	(Authority	86).	Similar	to	the	way	the	crawler	is	working	with	a	script	and	inscribing	signs	the	Biologist	cannot	interface	with,	the	data	and	information	scientists	have	of	Area	X	fail	to	be	interpreted	or	translated	into	the	codes	and	programs	contained	in	the	Southern	Reach,	nor	can	they	be	inserted	into	any	kind	of	meaningful	order	or	sequence.	“Control	knew”	for	example,	“that	[…]	nothing	about	language,	about	communication,	could	bridge	the	divide	between	human	beings	and	Area	X”	(Acceptance	91).	The	point	is	that	Area	X	pulls	discursive,	reading	and	writing	apparatuses	out	of	their	anthropocentric	and	
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rationalist	orbit.	Furthermore,	a	linguist	at	the	Southern	Reach	notes	that	“[w]e	keep	saying	‘it’	and	[if]	‘it’	[…]	is	like	this	thing	or	like	that	thing.	But	it	isn’t	-	it	is	only	itself.	Whatever	it	is.	Because	our	minds	process	information	almost	solely	through	analogy	and	categorization,	we	are	often	defeated	when	presented	with	something	that	fits	no	category	and	lies	outside	of	the	realm	of	our	analogies”	(Authority	33).	Finally,	reflecting	on	the	inability	of	the	Southern	Reach	to	advance	in	its	mission	to	manage	Area	X,	Control	reflects	that	“[in]	college,	what	had	always	stuck	with	[him]	in	Astronomy	101	was	that	the	first	astronomers	to	think	of	[the	stars]	not	as	part	of	a	celestial	tapestry	revolving	around	the	earth	but	as	individual	planets	had	had	to	wrench	their	imaginations	-	and	thus	their	analogies	and	metaphors	-	out	of	a	grooved	track	that	had	been	running	through	everyone’s	minds	for	hundreds	and	hundreds	of	years”	(Authority	33-34).	In	this	sense,	Vandermeer’s	work	can	be	seen	as	an	example	of	an	attempt	to	wrench	environmental	and	humanistic	imaginations	out	their	grooved	tracks	in	order	to	produce	an	ecological	discourse	and	imaginary	response-able	to	the	strange	disorienting	features	of	multi-species	entanglements.			
Authority	ends	by	introducing	a	new	character,	Ghost	Bird,	who	is	a	version	of	the	Biologist	who	strangely	emerges	outside	Area	X	in	a	contaminated	but	vibrant	and	rewilded	landscape	that	the	Biologist	would	visit	before	going	into	Area	X	because	she	was	attracted	to	its	unique	ecological	features.	That	is,	Ghost	Bird	mysteriously	emerges	at	the	end	of	Authority	in	an	urban	landscape	the	Biologist	was	fascinated	by,	and	is	detained,	questioned	and	interrogated	throughout	the	final	book	Acceptance	in	the	hope	she	can	provide	clues	to	help	Control	piece	together	the	mystery	of	Area	X	and	the	Southern	Reach.	Ghost	Bird	shares	many	of	the	Biologist’s	
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memories	and	features,	but	is	unique	in	her	own	right,	and	so	cannot	provide	the	kind	of	narrative	account	of	what	happened	to	the	Biologist	in	Area	X	that	the	Southern	Reach	and	Control	expect.	Confronting	a	confounded	Control,	Ghost	Bird	says,	“I	am	a	copy	[of	the	Biologist].	But	not	a	perfect	one.	I’m	not	her.	She’s	not	me”	(Acceptance	25).		Being	separate	from	the	anthropocentric,	rationalistic	and	naturalistic	practices	and	imaginaries	that	the	other	human	characters	inhabit,	Ghost	Bird	is	out	of	joint	and	cannot	be	pinned	down.	In	this	sense,	Ghost	Bird	can	be	seen	to	be	materially	embodying	the	conceptual	and	imaginative	coordinates	articulated	by	post-humanist	ecological	theory,	because	the	Southern	Reach	cannot	place	Ghost	Bird	in	any	of	the	narrative	templates	that	define	anthropocentric	and	human	exceptionalist	thinking	and	knowledge	practices.	Control	continually	notes	how	he	cannot	get	a	“read”	on	her,	situate	her	in	a	history	with	a	clear	origin	and	conclusion,	or	define	who	essentially	she	is	-	he	wants	to	place	her	in	his	all-too-human	world.	Control	keeps	asking	her	“[w]hat	scripts	are	you	running	off	of”,	but	she	is	continually	and	non-intentionally	giving	Control’s	mission	the	slip	(Acceptance	43).	Ghost	Bird	notes	how	Control	was	“having	to	reach	for	such	banal	answers	because	of	a	lack	of	imagination,	because	human	beings	couldn’t	even	put	themselves	in	the	mind	of	a	cormorant	or	an	owl	or	a	whale	or	a	bumblebee	“	(Acceptance	55).	Responding	to	Control’s	interrogation,	Ghost	Bird	says	“a	kind	of	alien	regard	has	twinned	itself	to	me.	[Control]	was	still	holding	on	to	the	idea	of	causality,	of	purpose	as	that	word	might	be	recognizable	to	the	Southern	Reach.	But	what	if	you	
	 206	
discover	that	the	price	of	‘purpose’	is	to	render	invisible	so	many	other	things?”	(Acceptance	47).		If	the	Anthropocene	is	regarded	as	the	“Age	of	Man”	(Kolbert	“Enter	the	Anthropocene	–	Age	of	Man”),	eliciting	the	‘good	Anthropocene’	pretense	that	humans	are	a	god-like	species	able	to	(sustainablly	and	progressively)	read,	manage	and	rationally	oversee	the	functioning	of	earth	system	processes	and	translate	the	flux	and	flow	of	earthly	events	into	humanist	and	rationalist	enclosures,	Ghost	Bird	connects	to	the	kin	and	kind	making	practices	contextualizing	Haraway’s	Chthulucene,	and	functions	as	a	de-centering,	disorienting	intrusion	into	rationalist	scripts	and	naturalist	enclosures.	With	the	complex,	multi-temporal,	multi-spatial,	non-natural,	uncontainable	presence	of	Ghost	Bird,	“the	hegemony	of	what	was	real	[within	anthropocentric	and	humanist	histories]	had	been	altered,	or	broken	forever.	[…]	Something	had	changed	beyond	the	climate”	(Acceptance	183).	Within	intra-human	scales	of	space	and	time,	culture	and	history,	Ghost	Bird,	like	Danielle’s	work	on	chemosynthetic	ecosystems	in	Submergence,	attunes	readers	to	inhuman	planetary	scales	-	scales	that	are	not	imagined	as	a	pure	outside	or	negativity,	but	a	de-centering,	symbiotic	mesh	of	flows	and	formations	looping	through,	but	never	reducible	to,	intra-human	scales	and	contexts.	 
Weird	Ecology	and	the	Environmental	Humanities:	Hyperobjects,	The	Ecological	
Uncanny	and	Ecological	Microbiomes	This	chapter,	so	far,	has	emphasized	the	features	that	characterize	Vandermeer’s	work,	but	the	rest	of	the	chapter	opens	up	Vandermeer’s	literature	to	highlight	the	methodological	connections	and	political	collaborations	that	exist	between	the	
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Trilogy	and	work	in	the	Environmental	Humanities.	Situated	in	relation	to	Timothy	Morton’s	work	on	hyperobjects,	notions	of	an	ecological	uncanny,	and	work	in	the	life	sciences	on	symbiotic	microbioms	published	by	Scott	Gilbert	and	Margaret	McFall-Ngai,	the	point	I	want	to	make	is	that	Vandermeer’s	weird	ecology	contributes	to	an	archive	of	knowledge	that	methodologically	challenges	disciplinary	work	across	the	human,	social	and	natural	sciences	predicated	on	the	idea,	with	Karen	Barad,	that	the	world	is	made	up	of	“little	bits	of	nature”	awaiting	the	mark	of	an	external	force	like	culture	or	human	history	for	their	completion	(Barad	Meeting	the	Universe	Halfway,	quoted	in	Ingold	“Toward	an	Ecology	of	Materials”	434).	In	an	intellectual	and	ecological	context	where	intentionality,	rational	planning	and	the	“impulse	toward	necessary	autonomous	action”	are	continually	and	differently	being	humbled	and	destabilized	by	newly	understood	macro	and	micro	earth-system	processes,	the	intellectual	and	creative	resources	I	turn	to	discuss	here	are	friendly	to	weird	ecological	phenomena,	that	for	Vandermeer,	“allow	us	to	dream	better,	to	create	a	world	that	has	less	of	us	in	it,	and	more	of	something	else”	(“The	Slow	Apocalypse	and	Fiction”).	In	this	sense,	situating	Vandermeer’s	fiction	in	relation	to	work	across	the	humanities	and	sciences	helps	clarify	forms	of	ecological	thinking	and	writing	that	start	from	the	notion	humans	are	not	in	a	position	of	command	and	control,	and	that	to	recuperate	a	future	of	ecological	co-existence	and	intimacy	amidst	the	multiplying	ecological	and	disciplinary	enclosures	of	the	Anthropocene	requires	aesthetic	and	discursive	practices	recognizing	our	uncanny	and	strange	entanglement	with	earthly	spaces	and	inhuman	scales.		
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Area	X	as	Hyperobject	There	are	many	productive	overlaps	between	Area	X	and	Timothy	Morton’s	notion	of	hyperobjects.9	In	a	review	of	Morton’s	work,	Vandermeer	has	himself	noted	that	hyperobjects	(Morton	uses	climate	change,	species	extinction	events	and	nuclear	waste	as	examples	of	hyperobjects),	like	Area	X,	“have	a	unique	temporality	that	renders	them	invisible	to	human	beings	for	stretches	of	time	and	they	exhibit	effects	through	the	interrelationship	of	objects	that	may	not	seem	to	be	connected	at	first”	(“The	Slow	Apocalypse	and	Fiction”).	In	Area	X,	Vandermeer’s	characters	find	themselves	caught	up	in	a	hyperobject	that	refuses	to	be	correlated	to	human	scale	thinking	and	being,	history	and	narrative.	As	a	hyperobject,	Area	X	is	not	reducible	to	an	objective	matter	of	fact	that	can	be	delineated	by	consciousness,	and	human	characters	cannot	gain	the	proper	distance	or	perspective	to	see	Area	X	as	a	single,	self-contained	thing	‘out-there’	in	nature.		Hyperobjects	and	Area	X	resist	being	translated	into	rationalist	discourse.	In	a	discussion	with	Control,	a	distressed	scientist	tries	to	describe	the	weird	agency	of	Area	X	as	something	that	recedes	from	rationalist	knowledge	infrastructures	and	“peers	through	what	we	[in	rationalist	and	naturalist	contexts]	think	of	as	reality”	(Acceptance	210).	Moreover,	Area	X,	notes	Vandermeer,	works	as	“an	anchor	for	something	that	would	be	otherwise	hard	to	picture	in	its	entirety”	(“The	Slow	Apocalypse	and	Fiction”).	Reminiscent	in	this	sense	of	Paul	Edwards’	discussion	of	shimmering	climate	data,	a	frustrated	Southern	Reach	scientist	operating	rationalist	
																																																								9	Other	reviews	of	the	trilogy	have	also	noted	this	connection.	For	example,	see	David	Tompkins’	review	“Weird	Ecology:	On	the	Southern	Reach	Trilogy”	(2014).	
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machinery	claims	that	“we	just	don’t	have	the	language”	to	make	clear	the	elusive	qualities	of	Area	X	(Authority	224),	and	that	Area	X	is	“part	of	an	equation	[…]	too	complex	for	anyone	to	see	the	whole	of”	(Acceptance	120).	Destabilizing	and	undoing	the	anthropocentric	subject	positions	that	rationalist	and	naturalist	knowledge	practices	afford,	another	confounded	Southern	Reach	scientist	asks,	“what	do	you	do	when	you’re	faced	by	something	that	doesn’t	care	what	you	do	and	isn’t	affected	by	your	actions?”	(Authority	267).	The	point	is	that	Area	X,	like	climate	change,	sits	hyper	to	rationalist	and	naturalist	epistemologies,	and	that	a	transdisciplinary,	trans-genre	discourse	containing	notions	of	the	uncanny	and	weird	provides	discursive	coordinates	to	help	make	sensible	the	non-anthropocentric	scales	of	ecological	co-existence.	As	a	hyperobject,	Area	X	infiltrates	the	characters’	sensory	and	material	environment,	flickering	within	the	knowledge	ecologies	of	humanism,	realism	and	naturalism,	knowledge	ecologies	employed	in	the	production	of	narratives	about	anthropocentric	control	and	authority,	but	the	human	gaze	cannot	get	an	adequate	resolution	on	the	asymmetric	alterity	and	inhuman	otherness	permeating	Area	X.	“Data”	notes	the	Southern	Reach’s	lead	scientist,	“pulled	out	of	Area	X	duplicates	itself	and	declines,	or	‘declines	to	be	interpreted’,	[…]	and	theories	proliferate	but	nothing	can	be	proven.	We	lack	the	analogies,	the	linguists	keep	saying”	(Acceptance	267-268).	And	elsewhere,	the	same	scientist	comments	that	“it’s	[i.e.	Area	X]	operating	off	of	such	refined	and	intricate	senses	that	the	tools	we’ve	bound	ourselves	with,	the	ways	we	record	the	universe,	are	probably	evidence	of	our	own	primate	nature”	(Acceptance	268).	
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As	such,	a	predominant	theme	running	through	the	Trilogy	is	the	fact	that	characters	are	not	able	to	enclose	the	inhuman	strangeness	of	Area	X	into	knowledge,	recuperate	it	into	a	totalizing	human	history,	or	enclose	the	eco-material	intrusion	of	Area	X	into	a	coherent	or	meaningful	narrative	of	humanist	redemption	and	return.	While	revealing	the	alarming	scales	at	which	particular	kinds	of	human	agency	and	history	have	become	implicated	in	the	ongoingness	of	earth	system	processes,	hyperobjects	speak	to	our	entanglement	and	asymmetrical	relation	with	unbounded	material	flows	and	formations	that	humans	have	trouble	interfacing	or	negotiating	with.	In	the	end,	Control	learns	that	responding	to	Area	X	as	a	hyperobject	means	responding	to	an	ecological	awareness	telling	‘us’	that	‘we’	are	not	in	final	control	(Hyperobjects	16).	Finally,	watching	the	Southern	Reach	buckle	and	crumble	under	the	stress	of	not	being	able	to	contain	or	comprehend	Area	X,	Ghost	Bird	reflects	that	“words	like	collateral	damage	and	containment	and	counterattacks,	were	blossoming	like	old	spells,	incantations	that	worked	in	other,	far	distant	lands,	but	not	here.	[Control]	was	back	in	control,	but	control	was	meaningless”	(Acceptance	310).	In	this	sense,	Control	and	the	scientists	at	the	Southern	Reach	do	not	have	the	needed	conceptual	and	methodological	handrails	to	orient	themselves	in	relation	to	the	kind	of	agency	exhibited	by	Area	X.		
The	Ecological	Uncanny	and	the	Return	of	the	Nonhuman	Repressed	Another	aspect	distinguishing	Vandermeer’s	ecological	fiction	is	the	notion	of	an	ecological	uncanny.	By	using	repetitions,	doubles,	and	doppelgangers,	Vandermeer	is	evoking	an	ecological	uncanny	that	the	rationalist	methodologies	of	the	Southern	Reach	attempt	to	smooth	over	and	repress.	For	example,	Area	X,	the	crawler	and	
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Ghost	Bird	can	be	seen	as	examples	that	evoke	Freud’s	idea	of	the	uncanny	return	of	the	repressed.	Strangely	emerging	within	the	all-too-human	systems	of	rationality	and	identity	construction,	Area	X,	the	crawler	and	Ghost	Bird	are	uncanny	returns	of	the	repressed	that	trouble	and	haunt	human	exceptionalist	and	anthropocentric	knowledge,	identity	and	world	making	practices.	Whereas	Freud’s	famous	essay	on	the	uncanny	showed	how	repressed	aspects	of	individual	psychological	development	and	consciousness	were	repeatedly	interrupted	by	subconscious	forces	and	unconscious	formations,	Vandermeer’s	ecological	uncanny,	in	the	form	of	the	crawler	and	the	Biologist’s	doppelganger	Ghost	Bird,	show	that	repressed	aspects	of	the	nonhuman	and	inhuman	in	the	human	subject	and	discourse	return	to	interrupt	and	disrupt	human	social	and	psychic	space.	For	example,	while	reading	Southern	Reach	documents	describing	the	Biologist,	Ghost	Bird	notes	how	“she	[Ghost	Bird]	might	be	observing	an	incarnation	of	herself	she	could	not	quite	comprehend,	and	yet	[…]	there	was	connection,	there	was	recognition”	(Acceptance	142).	Moreover,	mocking	the	attempts	of	the	Southern	Reach	to	repress	and	suppress	Area	X,	Ghost	Bird	notes	that	the	idea	of	“containment	is	a	joke	-	you	can	hardly	contain	yourself”	(Acceptance	43).		 If	for	Freud,	consciousness	and	intentionality	are	bound	up	with,	infected	by	or	contaminated	by	subconscious/unconscious	desires,	patterns	and	formations	that	are	untranslatable	or	non-representable	in	consciousness	or	rational	discourse,	and	if	unconscious	forces	and	agencies	trouble,	double	and	trip-up	the	smooth	functioning	of	consciousness,	Vandermeer’s	weird	ecology	can	be	seen	to	be	about	the	return	of	the	nonhuman	repressed	to	trouble,	double	and	trip-up	rationalist	
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contexts	and	archives.	Area	X,	the	crawler	and	Ghost	Bird,	as	returns	of	the	nonhuman	repressed,	are	tricksters	and	evoke	the	point	that	humans	are	entangled	with	alien,	uncanny	and	strange	planetary	processes	that	do	not	fit	into	the	all-too-human	world	of	reason	and	rationality.	In	this	sense,	I	agree	with	Siobhan	Carroll’s	review	of	the	Trilogy	when	she	argues	that	“it	is	no	longer	just	one’s	psychological	depths	that	are	being	repressed,	but	one’s	knowledge	of	oneself	as	nonhuman	[…].	Rather	than	just	tackling	the	psychological	framework	of	the	adult,	it	is	the	category	of	‘the	human’	that	these	novels	gleefully	tear	at,	dissect,	and	absorb.	[…]	As	such,	they	make	for	appropriately	spooky	reading	in	the	age	of	the	Anthropocene,	at	our	own	moment	of	environmental	crisis	and	uncomfortable	self-recognition”	(Carroll	2015).		 In	an	article	called	“The	Uncanny	Power	of	Weird	Fiction”,	Vandermeer	makes	a	compelling	case	for	the	need	for	a	form	of	ecological	reading	and	writing	situated	by	a	weird,	uncanny	ecological	context.	Here,	notes	Vandermeer:		“in	what	is	actually	our	infancy	of	understanding	the	world—this	era	in	which	we	think	we	are	older	than	we	are—it	is	cathartic	to	seek	out	and	tell	stories	that	do	not	seek	to	reconcile	the	illogical,	the	contradictory,	and	often	instinctual	way	in	which	human	beings	perceive	the	world.	[…]	Such	a	reading	experience	is	humbling;	it	humbles	you	as	a	human	being,	but	also	as	a	writer.	It	tends	to	strip	from	you	any	impulse	that	does	not	lead	to	what	seems	essential.	It	makes	you	not	want	to	aspire	to	be	good	or	to	be	great,	but	to	be	true	in	some	small	way—to	be	true	to	the	underpinnings	of	the	world,	and	the	struggle	to	understand	that	world.	This	impulse	is	tempered	by	the	recognition	that	we	can	never	know	all	of	it,	or	even	most	of	it—and	that	this	seeming	lack	is	not	a	failing	but	a	strength”	(“The	Uncanny	Power	of	Weird	Fiction”).	In	this	sense,	Vandermeer’s	weird	ecology	provides	a	platform	to	understand	Haraway’s	point	that	to	be	one	is	always	to	become-with,	and	be	re-made	by	many	(Haraway	When	Species	Meet).	And	Vandermeer’s	ecological	uncanny	connects	with	Morton’s	idea	that:		
	 213	
“encounter[s]	[with]	all	kinds	of	beings	that	are	not	strictly	‘natural’.	This	isn’t	surprising	either,	since	what	we	call	‘nature’	is	a	‘denatured’,	unnatural,	uncanny	sequence	of	mutations	and	catastrophic	events;	just	read	Darwin.	The	ecological	view	to	come	isn’t	a	picture	of	some	bounded	object	or	‘restrictive	economy’,	a	closed	system.	It	is	a	vast,	sprawling	mesh	of	interconnection	without	a	definite	center	or	edge.	It	is	radical	intimacy,	coexistence	with	other	beings,	sentient	and	otherwise	[…].	The	ecological	thought	fans	out	into	questions	concerning	cyborgs,	artificial	intelligence,	and	the	irreducible	uncertainty	over	what	counts	as	a	person.	Being	a	person	means	never	being	sure	that	you’re	one”	(The	Ecological	Thought	8).	After	being	infected	or	contaminated	by	the	trickster	agent	that	is	Area	X,	an	infection	that	leads	to	the	emergence	or	trans-mediation	of	the	Biologist	into	Ghost	Bird,	the	Biologist	feels	the	human	exceptionalist	and	anthropocentric,	rationalist	and	naturalist	scripts	imposed	by	the	Southern	Reach	coming	undone.	The	biological,	cultural	and	personal	mediums	and	imaginaries	that	produce	and	sustain	the	Biologist	as	the	subject	she	knows	she	is,	and	the	mediums	and	imaginaries	situating	the	knowledge	ecologies	she	uses	to	mediate	between	self	and	other,	human	and	nonhuman,	become	jammed	or	disrupted	by	returns	of	the	nonhuman	repressed	that	her	infection	provokes.	There	is	a	non-linear,	looping	form	of	communication	and	exchange	taking	place	between	the	Biologist	and	Area	X,	an	exchange	of	information	and	material	that	is	becoming	inscribed	in	the	Biologist,	yet	she	lacks	the	conceptual	repertoire	to	register	and	contextualize	these	marks	because	they	do	not	fit	within	the	anthropocentric	thinking	and	worlding	practices	she	has	access	to.		The	uncanny	foregrounds	uncertainty,	ambiguity	and	wonder	into	ecological	discourse,	and	therefore	deflects	rationalist	modes	of	environmentalism	predicated	on	objective,	definitive	and	authoritative	conclusions,	and	a	green,	idealist	environmentalism	that	foregrounds	a	clean,	coherent	nature	that,	in	Timothy	
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Morton’s	words,	“rises	up	to	judge,	monitor	and	discipline,	[chastising	those	who]	don’t	love	nature	properly.	[Humans	and	nonhumans]	should	act	natural	[in	this	context],	unnaturalness	will	be	noted	and	punished”	(The	Ecological	Thought	81).		In	short,	environmentalism	and	ecological	thinking	resist	and	repress	the	ambiguity	and	noise	of	the	uncanny	because	these	notions	require	knowledge	producers	to	forfeit	self-righteous	positions	of	moral	superiority,	hierarchical	positions	of	unilateral	authority,	and	clean	distinctions	between	natural	and	unnatural	modes	of	conduct.	For	example,	Control	and	the	Southern	Reach	are	continually	disoriented	because	they	inhabit	worlds	of	doing	and	thinking	predicated	on	the	rationalist	idea	that	represses	all	forms	of	communication	not	predicated	on	the	idea	that	subjects	should	mean	what	they	say	and	say	what	the	mean.	“If	we	edit	out	ambiguity”,	Morton	goes	on	to	note,	“we	achieve	nothing	but	aggression”,	repression	and	suppression	(The	Ecological	Thought	82).		In	this	sense,	Vandermeer’s	ecological	uncanny	brings	back	the	noise	of	uncertainty	into	human	and	human/nonhuman	communication,	thereby	opening	space	for	wonder,	vulnerability	and	curiosity	to	engender	different	worlds	of	thinking	and	doing	that	edit-out	moral	superiority,	authoritative	declarations	and	draconian	discipline.	The	uncanny	disruptions	and	deflections	created	by	the	crawler,	Area	X	and	Ghost	Bird	are	devices	that	make	rationalism	and	naturalism	pause	and	trouble	environmentalist	notions	that	see	nature	as	a	mirrored	reflection	of	the	rationalist	self,	a	nature	easily	loved	but	subject	to	over-bearing,	constant	supervision.		In	the	end,	Vandermeer’s	ecological	uncanny	re-populates	ecological	discourse	with	the	sense	that	ecological	spaces	and	multi-species	processes	are	
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much	wider,	stranger	and	weirder	than	delimited	modes	of	environmental	thinking	expect,	thus	opening	ecological	discourse	to	the	diversity	and	multiplicity	of	multi-species	communication,	connection	and	collaboration	that	continually	go	out	of	bounds.	
Multi-Species	Microbiomes	This	brings	Vandermeer’s	ecological	discourse	into	discussion	with	work	in	the	life	sciences	on	the	strange	worlds	of	ecological	microbiomes	and	holobionts.	For	example,	evolutionary	biologist	Scott	Gilbert	(et	al.)	recently	published	an	article	called	“A	Symbiotic	View	of	Life:	We	Have	Never	Been	Individuals”	in	the	top	ranked	peer-reviewed	life	science	journal	The	Quarterly	Review	of	Biology.	Growing	out	of	the	microbiology	of	Lynn	Margulis	and	based	on	research	into	the	complex	symbiotic	exchanges	and	translations	that	take	place	across	and	through	multi-cellular	life,	Gilbert	et	al	show	how	complex	organisms	are	not	self-contained,	self-sufficient	nodes	with	an	inside	and	outside,	but	nested,	fuzzy	ecosystems	of	diverse	critters.	Gilbert	and	others	use	the	terms	microbiome	and	holobiont	to	express	the	unsettling	notion	that	from	an	evolutionary	and	multi-cellular	perspective,	“we	are	all	lichens”	(336).	That	such	a	claim	can	be	published	in	a	peer-reviewed	life	science	journal,	a	journal	that	has	historically	operated	according	to	neo-Darwinian	paradigms	and	methods	built	on	notions	of	methodological	individualism,	competition	and	self-sufficiency,	is	significant	for	the	way	it	brings	to	the	surface	repressed	ideas	about	our	planetary	inheritances	and	more-than-human	kin.			 With	a	title	that	seems	to	riff	on	Latour’s	book	We	Have	Never	Been	Modern,	Gilbert,	as	well	as	other	leading	evolutionary	biologists	such	Margaret	McFall-Ngai,	
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are	speaking	to	many	of	the	idioms	and	tropes	composing	Vandermeer’s	uncanny	ecology	when	they	say,	for	example,	that	“the	discovery	of	symbiosis	throughout	the	animal	kingdom	is	fundamentally	transforming	the	classical	[neo-Darwinian]	conception	of	an	insular	individuality	into	one	in	which	interactive	relationships	among	species	blur	the	boundaries	of	the	organism	and	obscure	the	notion	of	essential	identity”	(326).	The	notion	that	complex	multi-cellular	life	is	better	understood	as	a	fuzzy	ecosystem	or	symbiotic	holobiont,	rather	than	self-sufficient,	insular	individuals,	“is	replacing	an	essentialist	conception	of	‘individuality’	with	a	conception	congruent	with	the	larger	[earth]	systems	approach	now	pushing	the	life	sciences	in	diverse	directions.	These	findings	lead	us	into	directions	that	transcend	the	self/nonself,	subject/object	dichotomies	that	have	characterized	Western	thought”	(“A	Symbiotic	View	of	Life”	326).			 Finally,	Gilbert’s	key	argument	can	also	be	read	as	the	subtext	informing	Vandermeer’s	weird	ecology:	For	Gilbert,	the	“whole	dear	notion	of	one’s	own	Self,	marvelous,	old,	free-willed,	free-enterprising,	autonomous,	independent	isolated	island	of	a	Self	-	is	a	myth.	For	[human	and	nonhuman]	animals	as	well	as	plants,	there	have	never	been	individuals.	[…]	We	are	all	lichens”	(336).	Lichen,	moss	and	fungal	spores	are	key	agents	in	Vandermeer’s	work	and	highlight	the	complex,	symbiotic	forms	of	communication,	connection	and	collaboration	that	pervade	multi-species	ongoingness	in	and	beyond	Area	X.	Ghost	Bird	and	Area	X	inhabit	fleshy,	symbiotic	networks	that	the	clean,	logical	and	programmatic	networks	characterizing	the	Southern	Reach	cannot	interface	with.	That	is,	Ghost	Bird	and	Area	X	figure	a	fungal,	spongy,	symbiotic	mode	of	communication,	connection	and	
	 217	
collaboration	that	the	Southern	Reach	attempts	to	repress	and	contain	as	unnatural.	Figuring	that	“we	are	all	lichen”,	Vandermeer	is	not	proposing	a	perspective	that	reveres	a	benevolent,	holistic	mother-earth.	Moreover,	Vandermeer’s	symbiotic	imaginary	is	not	reducible	to	a	systems	theory	imaginary	of	auto-poietic,	self-referencing	systems.	Rather,	Area	X	and	Ghost	Bird	(like	symbiosis)	draw	attention	to	the	restless,	messy	and	queer	symbiotic	articulations	that	do	not	emphasize	the	interaction	of	autonomous	entities,	but	the	looping,	unexpected,	non-linear	entanglements	defining	forms	of	multi-species	becoming-with.			 Symbiotic	entanglements,	Hird	notes,	set	off	“unfathomably	messy	entanglements	that	constitute	temporal	assemblages	that	[…]	challenge	the	boundaries	of	the	organism,	and	the	indifference	of	symboigenetic	singularities	and	entanglements	to	the	human	or	humanized	world”	(“Indifferent	Globality”	58).	And	so	just	as	a	symbiotic	organism,	as	well	as	the	meaning	of	any	text,	always	remain	open,	and	thus	escape	being	fully	pinned	down	by	a	privileged	observer	or	enclosed	by	a	particular	context	of	meaning	or	readability,	Area	X	escapes	human	measure	and	meaning.	Moreover,	just	as	the	meaning	of	a	text	is	never	inscribed	or	enclosed	within	the	boundaries	of	that	text	and	is	distributed	across	a	discordant	plurality	of	historical,	cultural,	gendered,	class,	and	geo-political	contexts,	the	entangled	messiness	of	microbial	symbiosis,	Area	X	and	Ghost	Bird	direct	attention	to	forces,	scales	and	processes	with	the	potential	to	escape	anthropocentric	and	individualist	enclosures.			 In	the	end,	Vandermeer’s	work,	like	work	of	geo-philosophers	such	as	Nigel	Clark,	draws	attention	to	earth-bound	forces	whose	passage	and/or	non-passage	
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through	the	appropriating	circle	of	human	influence	will	likely	remain	opaque	to	us,	and	whose	role	in	inducing	transformations	of	the	earth	will	carry	a	remainder	of	incalculability	(Clark	“Ex-Orbitant	Globality”	181).	In	this	sense,	Vandermeer’s	ecological	fiction	puts	readers	in	a	position	to	confront,	imagine	and	be	affected	by	an	uncanny	earth	that	partakes	of	another	system	that	is	irreducible	to	our	all-too-human	tales	and	refrains	of	protection	and	control,	containment	and	discipline.	
Conclusion	Containing	diverse	genres	and	styles	of	knowledge	and	discourse,	Vandermeer’s	ecological	fiction	provides	a	perspective	and	a	discourse	that	creates	space	for	new	ecological	lines	of	flight	and	multi-species	imaginaries.	In	this	sense,	Vandermeer’s	ecological	fiction	articulates	an	ecological	imaginary	by	drawing	attention	to	the	sprawling,	exorbitant	and	discordant	mesh	of	earthly	co-existence	that	is	irreducible	to	anthropocentric	discourses	of	ecological	stewardship	and	environmentalist	imaginaries	predicated	on	revering	pure	spaces	of	pristine	nature.	In	contrast	to	rationalist	and	environmental	knowledge	practices	built	to	smooth	out	messy,	uncanny	contradictions	in	order	to	foster	discourses	of	mastery	and	control,	innocence	and	purity,	I	showed	that	ecological	discourse	would	benefit	methodologically,	conceptually	and	politically	by	incorporating	aspects	of	the	weird,	the	strange	and	the	uncanny.		Showing	how	Vandermeer’s	ecological	fiction	contributes	to	work	in	the	Environmental	Humanities,	I	contextualized	Vandermeer’s	Trilogy	in	relation	to	theoretical,	scientific	and	artistic	work	that	situates	modes	of	ecological	relationality	outside	humanist	and	naturalist	enclosures.	That	is,	artists,	scientists,	
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environmentalists	and	humanists	are	not	going	to	be	able	to	respond	to	the	mess	of	the	Anthropocene	if	they	cannot	engage	with	weird	and	strange	ecological	processes	that	exceed	rationalistic	and	naturalist	space/time	configurations	built	on	self-contained	individual	organisms,	linear	time-lines	and	notions	of	progress-as-expansion.	In	short,	rationalist	discourses	are	not	very	good	at	responding	to	and	noticing	the	full	range	of	complexities,	dimensions	and	scales	climate	change	and	the	Anthropocene	evoke.	Moreover,	in	contrast	to	the	dystopian	and	utopian	writing	practices	contained	in	the	genre	of	‘cli-fi’,	and	distinct	from	a	tradition	of	first	person	nature	writing	producing	clear	representations	of	a	nature	‘out-there’,	Vandermeer’s	contribution	to	the	Environmental	Humanities	is	to	open	his	characters	(and	readers)	to	possibilities	of	communication,	connection	and	collaboration	beyond	those	archived	in	naturalist	and	humanist	knowledge	practices	and	narratives,	and	therefore	beyond	the	Man	of	the	Anthropocene.
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Conclusion	–	Communication,	Connection	and	Collaboration	
Across	Species	and	Disciplinary	Lines			One	of	the	things	that	I	learned	putting	this	project	together	and	that	is	exemplified	by	my	past	experiences	with	environmentalism	is	that	historically	and	culturally	situated	arrangements	of	text	and	theory,	subject	positions	and	embodiments,	shape	and	ground	particular	forms	of	environmental	communication,	connection	and	collaboration.	Whether	saving	tress	from	being	cut	down,	painting	sublime	mountain	vistas	or	critiquing	anachronistic	representations	of	nature,	environmental	practices	are	informed	by	wider	networks,	assemblages	and	contexts	of	mediation	and	translation,	discourse	and	aesthetics,	politics	and	ethics.	Since	there	is	no	way	to	get	out	of	mediation	and	artifice,	and	since	(I	argue)	all	forms	of	environmentalism	are	practices	of	mediation	(containing	diverse	intellectual	and	political	archives	and	traditions),	different	intellectual,	discursive	and	political	networks	and	assemblages	allow	for	different	kinds	of	environmental	communication,	connection	and	collaboration.				 This	dissertation,	therefore,	has	argued	that	the	intellectual	and	conceptual	assemblages	shaping	popular	and	scholarly	forms	of	Anglo-North	American	environmentalism	lack	the	theoretical	networks	and	textual	resources	to	address	the	challenges	of	the	Anthropocene.	Drawing	on	feminist	STS,	multi-species	anthropology	and	posthumanism	(that	is,	by	weaving	together	textual	practices	situated	across	distinct	humanistic	domains	into	environmental	considerations),	my	work	has	built	contexts	that	shape	forms	of	environmental	mediation	responsive	to	
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Anthropocene	environments.	In	this	light,	my	work	is	predicated	on	the	notion	that	the	knowledge	practices	that	are	brought	to	bear	on	particular	problems	shape	and	impact	the	way	that	problem	comes	to	matter,	both	materially	and	discursively,	politically	and	ethically,	epistemologically	and	ontologically.				 This	focus	derived	from	an	unease	with	forms	of	environmentalism	predicated	on	notions	of	nature	as	a	wild,	awe-inspiring	open	space,	pro-life	‘return	to	nature’	tropes,	and	masculine/classist	narrative	templates	shaped	by	heroic	‘into	the	wild’	fantasies	that,	for	me,	restrictively	enclosed	too	many	iterations	of	middle	class,	Anglo-North	American	environmental	mediation	and	practice.	That	is,	the	channels	of	environmental	mediation	that	I	came	to	inhabit	in	my	suburban	youth	and	at	the	UW	contained	particular	kinds	of	archives,	subject	positions,	reductions,	technics,	and	thinking	practices	that	I	came	to	think	of	as	methodologically	and	critically	narrow.	However,	I	was	invigorated	by	the	channels	of	environmental	mediation	I	found	in	Environmental	Humanities	contexts	worked	on	by	scholars	in	feminist	STS,	multi-species	anthropology	and	posthumanist	ecological	theory.	As	a	result,	my	work	gathers	diverse	archives,	disciplines,	citation	practices	and	subject	positions	as	a	means	to	foster	politically	dynamic,	environmentally	imaginative	forms	of	communication,	connection	and	collaboration	that	push	against	anthropocentric,	chauvinistic,	xenophobic,	ethnocentric	and	narrow	defined	disciplinary	enclosures.				 Making	a	mess	of	strict	disciplinary	and	species	divisions,	enclosures	and	hierarchies,	my	work	responds	to	the	ecological	issues	of	the	Anthropocene	by	generating	intellectual,	affective	and	institutional	networks	that	foster	non-anthropocentric,	multi-species	and	transdisciplinary	media,	publics	and	futures.	
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Multiplying	methods	and	forms	of	knowledge	allow	environmental	subjects	to	see	differently,	to	tell	different	kinds	of	stories,	and	to	attend	to	diverse	kinds	of	world	making	agencies.	For	example,	addressing	the	multi-species	story-telling	practices	of	Anna	Tsing	and	Thom	van	Dooren	in	Chapter	Three	and	the	rewilding	practices	taking	place	at	the	OVP	in	Chapter	Four,	I	showed	different	kinds	of	environmental	practice	working	in	the	shadow	of	Anthropocene	extinction	events	that	scramble	anthropocentric	and	nature-centric,	conservationist	and	preservationist	modes	of	environmentalism.	These	two	chapters	were	grouped	together	because	they	address	environmental	practices	emerging	to	respond	to	the	extinction	events	of	the	Anthropocene,	while	also	responding	to	a	tradition/archive	of	environmentalism	that	has	found	itself	at	an	impasse	in	relation	to	the	specific	messes	of	the	Anthropocene.	Multi-species	storytelling	and	rewilding	are	two	forms	of	environmental	mediation	that	bring	into	focus	ongoing	debates	about	how	to	produce	knowledge	in	the	Anthropocene,	and	about	what	environmentalism	can	do	to	respond	to	the	extinction	events	of	the	Anthropocene.		 Moreover,	working	in	the	context	of	the	Anthropocene,	my	work	pushes	against	the	shockingly	flawed	forms	of	masculine	and	colonial,	anthropocentric	and	human	exceptionalist	tropes	of	representation	many	prominent	Anthropocene	writers	are	using	to	tell	stories	about	the	emerging	planetary	conditions	of	human-made	non-livability.1	To	tell	the	story	of	the	Anthropocene	as	a	story	about	“The	
																																																								1	This	idea	is	indebted	to	Anna	Tsing.	In	a	recent	lecture	title	‘A	Feminist	Approach	to	the	Anthropocene:	Earth	Stalked	by	Man’,	Tsing	discusses	how	after	decades	of	feminist	and	post-colonial	critiques	of	the	figure	of	‘Man’,	this	figure	has	been	resurrected,	and	is	a	consequential	(and	often	un-criticized)	player	in	many	histories	being	told	about	the	Anthropocene	(2015).	
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Human	Age”	(Monastersky	2015),	the	“Human	Epoch”	(Nijhuis	2015),	the	“Good	Anthropocene”	(Revkin	2014)	or	“The	Age	of	Man”	(Kolbert	2011),	and	thus	as	a	story	of	Man’s	sovereign	transcendence	over	the	earth	(“Eco-Modernist	Manifesto”	2015),	blocks	attention	from	noticing	other	stories	of	livability	and	world	making	practice.	Situated	by	universal	progress	time-lines	and	saddled	by	colonial	and	patriarchal	traditions,	human	exceptionalist	narratives	about	the	Anthropocene	cannot	tell	stories	of	multi-species	and	planetary	livability.	Subjects	in	the	Anthropocene	need	materially	grounded	forms	of	mediation	that	intervene	and	re-write	these	anthropocentric	stories	of	the	“Human	Age”,	stories	that	are	coming	to	materialize	too	much	of	the	history	of	the	Anthropocene.			 Therefore,	in	addition	to	showing	how	situated	knowledge	practices	contain	particular	political	templates	and	ethical	registers	that	configure	practices	of	environmental	mediation,	I	addressed	how	knowledge	practices	and	environmental	histories	show	up	in	and	shape	bodies,	environments	and	world	making	practice	in	very	particular	ways.	For	example,	I	showed	how	the	Anthropocene	written	and	imagined	as	the	“Human	Age”	is	not	only	a	representative	or	referential	category	signifying	a	particular	geological	epoch,	but	a	material/semiotic	apparatus	containing	specific	narrative	impositions,	political	sedimentations	and	technological	accretions	that	render	particular	kinds	of	material,	embodied	and	multi-species	collaborations	(in	the	form	of	de-extinction,	for	example).	Aware	of	the	way	that	situated	knowledge	practices	show	up	on	and	in	bodies,	and	aware	of	the	way	that	situated	knowledge	practices	contribute	to	‘world’	different	domains	of	practice,	my	work	troubles	many	of	the	tropes	that	have	reflexively	and	unconsciously	been	
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imposed	on	ecological	issues	and	concerns,	and	more	positively,	repopulates	environmental	knowledge	practice	with	different	tropes	and	figures	(like	Haraway’s	Chthulucene	or	Vandermeer’s	uncanny	ecology,	for	example).	In	short,	my	contribution	has	been	to	show	how	intellectual	labour	not	only	pushes	against	received	representations,	tropes	and	figures,	but	also	configures	knowledge	practices	that	work	otherwise	by	making	a	difference	in	the	way	that	bodies	and	multi-species	environments	come	to	matter	(discursively	and	materially).			 As	a	result,	I	don’t	devote	any	attention	to	popular	historical	narratives	about	the	decline	of	nature	and	theoretical	critiques	working	to	problematize	false	representations	of	nature.	Rather,	my	work	is	a	response	to	the	question	of	how	one	works,	pragmatically,	as	a	knowledge	producer	in	the	Humanities	in	the	Anthropocene.	It	speaks	to	McKenzie	Wark’s	point	about	the	importance	of	responding	to	the	Anthropocene	by	creating	“the	space	within	which	very	different	kinds	of	knowledge	and	practice	might	meet”	(Wark,	“Molecular	Red”).	More	than	a	question	of	accurately	representing	what	the	Anthropocene	is	or	isn’t,	my	questions	are	a	pragmatic	challenge	about	how	to	craft	politically	imaginative,	ethically	responsive,	transdisciplinary	domains	of	knowledge	practice	responsive	to	Anthropocene	environments.			 Situated	by	these	questions,	my	work	is	more	a	compositional,	relation-making	practice	than	principally	a	critical	practice.	That	is,	the	work	I	have	engaged	with	in	this	dissertation,	for	example,	multi-species	storytelling,	Haraway’s	Chthulucene	and	“weird”	ecological	fiction,	is	affirmative	rather	than	optimistic	or	idealistic	in	that	it	actively	works	to	provide	material/semiotic	assemblages	and	discursive	
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mediums	that	make	room	for	archives,	imaginaries,	embodiments	and	subject	positions	that	work	otherwise	than	anthropocentric,	authoritative,	chauvinistic,	and	other	dominant	frames	of	reference.	 			 This	focus	on	knowledge	practice	as	a	technique	of	mediation,	rather	than	a	representative,	argumentative,	referential	or	a	deconstructive	practice	is	crucial	for	fostering	future	research	trajectories	in	the	Anthropocene.	As	such,	my	focus	has	been	to	situate	Environmental	Humanities	work	in	a	way	that	is	open	to	a	multiplicity	of	subject	positions,	and	open	and	leaky	enough	to	partially	(and	perhaps	provisionally)	attach	to	other	intellectual	domains	of	practice.	Therefore,	since	a	consequential	feature	of	the	Environmental	Humanities	is	an	ability	to	foster	forms	of	transdisciplinary	communication,	connection	and	collaboration	that	do	not	remain	limited	to	academic	contexts,	interesting	areas	for	future	research	can	connect	with	broader	discursive	formations	and	environmental	imaginaries	that	span	academic	and	non-academic	publics	and	spaces.	For	example,	asking	how	scholarly	and	academic	work	in	the	Environmental	Humanities	can	collaborate	and	contribute	to	the	sustainability	of	broader	cultural,	political	and	public	infrastructures.	The	need	to	do	so	outside	of	pedantic	and	authoritative	modes	of	engagement,	is,	I	think,	a	matter	that	Environmental	Humanities	scholars	are	in	a	unique	position	to	address.2	Environmental	issues	are	ripe	for	broad	public	engagement,	and	critically	informed,	publicly	attuned	Environmental	Humanities	scholarship	can	engage	with	emerging	discussions	in	higher	education	about	what																																																									2	For	example,	Chapter	Five’s	emphasis	on	Jerimenenko’s	work	at	the	“Environmental	Health	Clinic”	and	her	work	on	the	“OneTrees	Project”	allowed	me	to	question	and	probe	how	relation	making	and	knowledge	making	practices	can	make	broader,	publicly	situated	connections	and	collaborations.	
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academic	research3	can	do	amidst	an	academic	environment	shaped	by	a	changing	academic	labour	force,4	funding	models,5	a	growing	corporate/administrative	labour	environment,	and	an	expectation	that	academic	labour	facilitate,	mobilize	and	flow	into	private	interests.6			 Myra	Hird’s	research	initiative	“Canada’s	Waste	Flow”,	for	example,	located	at	Queens	University	is	an	example	of	an	academic	infrastructure	contextualized	by	Environmental	Humanities	archives	and	discourses	that	productively	intra-act	with	public	humanities	initiatives.	“Canada’s	Waste	Flow”	is	a	multi-phased,	SSHRC	funded	project	bringing	humanists,	social	scientists	and	engineers	to	work	with	intergovernmental	and	industry-government	bodies	to	address	waste	management	issues	and	“how	these	practices	might	change	in	the	future”	(“Canada’s	Waste	Flow:	About”).	Oriented	by	the	core	questions	of	what	we	do	with	our	waste	and	about	our	waste	future,	Hird’s	project	is	overseeing	a	“comprehensive	examination	of	current	and	emerging	[public	and	private]	waste	management	technologies,	[and]	aims	to	make	an	original	and	innovative	contribution	toward	both	practical	and	theoretical	knowledge	about	the	futurity	of	waste”	(“Canada’s	Waste	Flow:	About”).	The	
																																																								3	An	interesting	space	asking	questions	about	the	future	of	transdisciplinary	humanities	research	in	relation	to	public	organizations	located	outside	the	university	would	be	McGill	University’s	“Institute	for	the	Public	Life	of	Arts	+	Ideas”:	see,	http://iplai.ca.		4	For	example,	increased	adjunct	and	limited	term	appoints	seem	the	status	quo.	5	For	example,	SSHRC’s	promotion	of	‘Connection	Grants’	and	‘Future	Challenge	Areas’.	6	These	discourses	on	the	future	of	the	humanities	and	the	public	humanities	are	fraught	with	both	risks	and	possibilities,	and	trigger	hot-button	issues	about	graduate	professionalization.	For	example,	the	creeping	coupling	of	scientific	knowledge	production	with	industrial/corporate	agenda’s	dangerously	encloses	the	questions	and	lines	of	flight	that	academic	science	can	pursue	(on	this	issue,	see	Stengers	“Another	Science	is	Possible:	A	Plea	for	Slow	Science”	(2013).	Also,	expecting	humanities	knowledge	work	connect	to	public	infrastructures	risks	a	top-down	imposition	of	a	business	style	rhetoric	that	dampers	the	critical	edge	of	humanities	scholarship.	However,	facilitating	forms	of	academic	discourse	and	knowledge	practice	situated	to	make	broader	public	connection	and	collaborations	is	a	site	for	innovative,	cutting-edge	research.	
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transdisciplinary	base	and	focus	of	this	project	contributes	not	only	to	diverse	scholarly	communities,	but	also	provides	intellectual	and	political	resources	that	connect	academic	knowledge	production	to	diverse	forms	of	public	making	practice.			 Contributing	to	create	and	foster	spaces	where	different	kinds	of	knowledge	and	practice	might	meet,	in	Wark’s	terms,	I’m	interested	in	research	initiatives	like	Hird’s	that	continue	this	impulse	to	build	collaborative,	transdisciplinary	infrastructures	and	projects.	Importantly,	I	am	interested	in	ways	that	the	subject	positions	and	knowledge	practices	I	have	been	working	with	in	this	dissertation	can	connect	and	collaborate	with	other	subject	and	knowledge	making	positions	in	diverse	intellectual,	public	and	institutional	domains.	In	this	light,	I	think	a	promising	line	of	research	that	Environmental	Humanities	scholars	will	(increasingly	have	to)	explore	is	the	intersection	between	city-building	practice	(mega-cities/global	cities)	and	the	Anthropocene.	As	human	populations	grow,	and	as	human	populations	increasingly	come	to	dwell	in	dense	urban	environments	inhabited	by	diverse	human	and	nonhuman	agencies	and	assemblages,	the	question	of	how	the	Anthropocene	refocuses	city-building	(across	urban	planning,	architecture,	infrastructure,	economy,	culture,	science	and	technology)	becomes	consequential.			 Opposed	to	the	utopian	and	colonial	imaginaries	projecting	a	future	where	humans	escape	earth	to	terraform	Mars,7	and	putting	aside	paranoid	post-oil	fantasies	about	urban	decline	and	rising	urban	neo-feudalism,	I’m	interested	in																																																									7	I	am	thinking	here	of	the	proposal	by	Elon	Musk,	billionaire	entrepreneur	and	founder	of	SpaceX,	to	engineer	a	spaceship	taking	thousands	of	people	to	Mars	starting	in	2024.	See:	http://www.nytimes.com/2016/09/28/science/elon-musk-spacex-mars-exploration.html?_r=0.		
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taking	seriously	multi-temporal,	multi-spatial	and	multi-species	practices	of	city-building	in	and	for	the	Anthropocene.	That	is,	can	my	focus	on	the	question	of	how	to	compose,	build	and	configure	non-anthropocentric,	multi-species	techniques	of	environmental	mediation	for	the	Anthropocene,	collaborate	with	city-building	practices	to	address	the	challenge	of	composing	urban	infrastructures	for	the	Anthropocene?	These	questions	are	increasingly	being	asked	across	architecture,	landscape	architecture	and	urban	theory	in	relation	to	low-carbon	infrastructure,	self-aware	cities,	rising	sea	levels,	warming	climates,	the	growth	of	urban	slums,	and	driverless	cars.8	What	can	Humanities	scholars	contribute	to	questions	about	how	multi-species	publics	fold	into	questions	of	city-building	across	architecture,	environmental	infrastructure	and	urban	planning.	How	can	the	relation	making	practices	of	the	Environmental	Humanities	communicate,	connect	and	collaborate	with	domains	of	practice	that	address	issues	of	city-building?	How	can	city-building	practices	and	the	subject	positions	open	to	city-builders	respond	to	the	Anthropocene	in	ways	that	avoid	“good	Anthropocene”	imaginaries,	narratives	and	tropes?	How	can	people	and	things	get	around	in	low-carbon,	densely	populated,	multi-species	urban	environments?		What	does	urban	planning	and	urban	theory	look	like	in	the	Anthropocene?	How	can	the	theoretical	networks	of	the	Environmental	Humanities	remediate,	infect	and	re-configure	work	on	urban	infrastructure	(energy,	transit,	food,	etc.),	architecture	and	landscape	architecture?		
																																																								8	For	examples	of	related	work	on	cities	and	the	Anthropocene	see	Etienne	Turpin	(ed.)	Architecture	
in	the	Anthropocene.	Ann	Arbor:	Open	Humanities	Press:	2013.	Also,	the	journal	Concentric:	Literary	
and	Cultural	Studies	will	be	have	an	issue	published	in	the	fall	2016	on	the	topic	of	“The	City	and	the	Anthropocene”.		
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	 Moreover,	distinct	from	some	urban	studies	methodologies	that	reduce	questions	and	problems	to	quantitative	methodologies	that	test	narrowly	defined	hypothesis	against	standardized/static	data	sets,	I	want	to	focus	on	research	projects	that	avoid	being	reduced	to	public	relations	projects	that	work	on	behalf	of	‘experts’	who	see	the	job	of	humanists	to	dress	up	hard,	cold	facts	for	easy	public	consumption	and	digestion.	Rather,	the	kind	of	transdisciplinary	work	I	would	like	to	continue	pursuing	is	more	challenging,	non-innocent,	and	risky.	Inspired	by	STS	methodologies	that	focus	on	learning	how	scientists	learn,	on	how	scientists	build	knowledge	about	their	objects	of	study,	and	that	work	to	understand	what	it	means	to	inhabit	the	subject	position	of	‘a	scientist’,	I	want	to	pursue	how	Environmental	Humanities	methodologies	can	communicate	and	collaborate	with	domains	of	practice	that	frame	city-building	practice	and	understand	the	subject	positions	that	city-builders	inhabit,	while	retaining	the	critical,	feminist,	anti-colonial	and	anti-racist	frames	of	reference	situating	humanities	knowledge	practice.		 These	questions	and	considerations	connect	with	this	dissertation’s	objectives	to	open	critically	informed	and	historically	attuned	knowledge	making	positions	responsive	to	the	specific	differences	of	the	Anthropocene,	and	knowledge	making	positions	that	creatively	avoid	essentialisms,	universalisms,	imperialisms,	enclosures,	and	forms	of	(human,	gendered,	racial	etc.)	exceptionalism.	Considering	that	different	knowledge	practices,	disciplines	and	methodological	approaches	have	different	kinds	of	relationships	with	the	world	and	are	comprised	of	different	conceptual,	political	and	theoretical	components	and	archives,	the	unique	disciplinary	entanglements	taking	place	across	the	Environmental	Humanities	have	
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allowed	for	different	kinds	of	meaning,	regimes	of	visibility,	and	imaginaries	to	be	produced.	Pushing	the	humanities	to	increasingly	consider	the	nonhuman	world,	and	to	incorporate	a	heightened	“conceptual	sensitivity”	regarding	environmental	questions	and	mediations	(Rose	“Multi-Species	Knots”,	2),	my	research	in	the	Environmental	Humanities	has	opened	a	broader	intellectual	and	institutional	space	for	humanistic	and	environmental	scholarship,	a	space	for	scholarship	that	does	not	leave	subjects	and	objects	the	way	they	‘are’,	but	fosters	processes	of	intra-action	that	add	new	relational,	transdisciplinary	dynamics	to	ecological	futures	and	publics.			
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